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PREFACE

‘The regort of the ﬁational—Commission fox
Manpower Policy on Public Service .Employment consists
of the findings and recommendations of the Commission
together with the supporting documents listed in the
Table of Contents which follows. As noted there, the
full report is organized into three volumes. ~Nolume
I contains the Cqmmiséion's,findings'and recommendations.
It also includes an overview of the research completed
as part of this study and a summary of the Commission’s
‘ fleld reviews on PSE, Volume II contalns the interim
report of The'BreokingS—Instltutlon to tne'Comm1551on
based on their onsite monitoring of the program. '
Volume III contains the other papers prepared for the
Commission's use by various scholars iﬂwthe field.

The Commission wishes to thank its staff and .
all -of its expert cqpsultants for their work in making )
available the inﬁormatgon,andicarerI,aﬁalysiévOn
,—which—the—fOIIQWLng—findingsnandfrecommendationéfa:e
based. .

The ‘Commission acknowledges Wlth special thanks‘
£he outstanding contribution of Mr. Tlmothy ‘Barrow,
who- served as chairmin of its:t;sk force on public
service employment, and his‘colleague Dr. 5th Porter.
Mr. Patrick QlKeefe,:ﬁePUty—qirector of the Commission,
provided excellent s;éff support. ‘
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" This preliminary report was written pursuant '

to a contract with the National Commission
for Manpower Policy, Washington, D.C. 20005.
The opinions expressed are those of the
authors and should not be construed as
representing the opinions -or policy of the
‘Commission or any other agency of the United
States -Government. ’
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. _Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

‘The steady growth of piblic service empioyment programs throughout
“the 1970s has mede these 'ﬁmgrams';-pmograms' that provide jobs--the
largest single activity among employment and training progréms financed

’by‘the federal gaver[;znen:b. The two mejor public service employment (PSE)

“programs, which are the: subject of this study, ;Ee”c&iﬁdneife? of the
Compnehensive Employment -and Trainiug Act (CETA). Title II,
' . < 7 adopted in 1973, and- title VI added in 1971L together have a goal of

725,000 public service jchbs. by March 1978. With combined funding of

$8—la-—billionwon“a“two—year-b&sis——they—fom-the—iargest-component~of-the~ s

“Oiie of the mostr ¢ iﬂcaifissues Fefating to pu puSl”i'é employment

Carter administration's 1977-78 economic stimulus yackage. _

. programs--and one--of the most difficul* to-assess--1is, the extent: to-which

¢

", Jobs aré;:actua,lly cregtged)—, as':opposedzto—these——rgdeml funds beiz,xg, uged —by
~:§dvermmnéhts sither delibera;tely 'o'r~—Mdiierhen'i:ly,,’fdr'—di’sp]acemntr

. purpoaes--that is, for employment that vould have been 3upported in the
:,absence of ‘the program Under a ccutruct with the National COmission ;.
for lhnpower Policy, “the Brooki_nig}s Institution in Jtme of 1977 initia‘ted
a mtioml momitori.ng study of titles IT and VI of - cm ccmcentratmg

at ¢ the- outset o tbe;.employmenz efﬂe,cts::(:dol?—*creation— versus digplacement)'ﬂ

~ R T.he study is designed to addressefozrr other types of program

—'etfecta--fiscal programtic social and political. A: brief :l;isgory'




—of “pablic service employment programs 1S presented in chapter 2, ~

-Chapter 3 discusses employment effects—; An understanding of the

_definitions of job.creation.and-displacement—-used-in—this—chapteris—

) crucial‘ 6 the.,:’,nterpretationsof—the-extent-of»displacement‘“fomrd'i‘n—

thia study Chapter L examines the fiscal consequences of the PSE ‘ B

j . . . program for govermnentsi jurisdictions participating in it, Chapter
5 addresses the programmatic and social effects of the program; it

7 iﬁciudes:'sn"analysis' of the functional areas in which PSE perticipents

are employed their occupations ’ social characteristies, and wages.

'me political effects of PSE are examined in chapter-6 which describes:
the:organization and adidnistration of the program at the local level,
Chapter 7 discusses the policy implications of the findings at thls

w

,stage of the research EEEE . ) - o 7 ‘ e

‘l‘his study of the PSE program. is: the third in a series of monitoring

!

studles of new federal programs which the Brookings Institution began_in_wW,. e

- ——

early 1973. The firat of. these studies was of the general revenue -,
;ahar:lng program, the second was of the -community development block
- -grant progrgm 1 The monitoring studies rely on a network‘of field E

- ]
. researchers (designated as Brookings Associates) se1ected for- their knowledge

-of local public finances and ‘institutions--as well as the relevant federal
,grant-in-aid pmgram. Most associates are either political scientists ’
or economists and ‘many -are- récognized experts in their field All are.

;egidentS—:oﬂ —the -area they study and are ,chosen in——conjtmc,tion:—pith the—

o™

' 1 See Richard P, Nathan, A11en D.. vael Susennah E, Calkins,
" .. -and-Associates, mmme_m (The ‘Brookings Institution
t- - - 1975);. Richard P, Nathan Charles F, Adams, Jr., and Associates; Rm
S he. Secon (The Broold.ngs Institution, 1977); and
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design of the sample, thus insuring familiarity with the background and

political structure of the ,jurisdictions being studied.

The a°sociates work with the Brookings research staff in developmg

the analytical framework and research design. In the field they rely
on interviews with~—~lo<;al~oﬁiieials , available fiscal and program data,

and personal observations. ‘The central staff maintains continued contact

; T wi’th the associates, reviews and- codes the field data, and conducts the

overall analysis-, - The essence of the monitoring approach is on-the-scene,
],ongitudinal analysis by experienced observers operating within a wiform .-
qnalyticé.]f framework., ’ 7

The ‘schedule for the PSE monitoring study was set to provide for the

collection of field data at two points in time, ‘The first observations,

‘fm‘i" —ag of ‘Ju.‘lyﬁ§ﬂg’ﬂ; “are” the”basis ‘for'“the“fmdings~presented Ain-—‘the~body .

of ‘l'his report. By mid-JuJy, Jurisdictions receiving PSE funds were well 5

e

into the bnildup phase of the expended progr&m ‘The second reference

date is December. 31, 1977, at which time the prograd was operating at

close to its peak level, Tke schedule for this study provides for a

- preliminary report to the National Conmission for Manpower Policy on

March 20, 1978, and a final report in Decenber 1978, A mid-study

cmference of field associates was ‘held -on February 1, 1978, to -discuss:
‘botk the status: of the research and recent developments -and issues, The
portions ofx t’nis conference dealing with- developments in the field since

nid-July were transcri‘bed and-are presented -as appendix A to this: report

S y
e
.

—

=N

"2, The analysis i‘ormfused for collecting the -data: for this report
-is presented as- appendix B.
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The study is based on a sample of. jurisdictions which represént

various prime sponsor arrangements, ,geographié areas, and population

categories among the governments participating in the program. 'Since

ho~nati-onai—data“are°avai‘lab‘le—on—the—universe"oi‘”‘go‘vernmen'oa.L Juris-"
dictions participating in the PSE program below the prime sponsor level
(100,000 populatioﬁ)—,— it was necessary, below this population level, to
have the associates- identify individual participating govermments for
inclusion in the sample, It was also necessary for logistical .and .cost
‘reasons to have some éssociaté; report on more than one jurisdiction.
‘_mese two ifactorsn led to the Selr-;ction— of a representative rather )
_than a random sample, "ﬂiis sémf)lé -consists of forty-two jui-iédictiogs

monitored by twenty-six associates, listed on pages v-x of this report.

v ‘Thege ,jurisdicrtions represent over twenty _fho,u.*s’apd positions, or

. =

approximately 5 percent of the PSE positions filled nationwide as of .

the reporting date (July 15, 1977). Because of the requirement of

"mairitenance of effért" -on the 'pe.:t:t of recipient jurisdictions (as
discus'sé(;ikin chapter 3) 5 t}le reioori; dces‘ not refer to -specific field _
vsi‘bes"ip discussing the employment and f.scal effects of the PSE program.
To tl}eﬁextentﬂposrsible ;in:—,o:the;: —sectioz;s——of the report, site-specific -
i1llustrative. data are use;i. ' ‘ | .
The forty-two sample jurisdictions include sixteen large eities
(over 250,000 population), of which eight are classified as distressed,
-and nine 'sina'*li cities, of which five are suburban and four are rural,

Also included are fifteen couﬁtigs , of which ten are rural and five

22
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_aré suburban, and two school di’stricts.3 Within those sample
Jurisdietions which are general=purpose—-governments, Dumerous other
- T T ——
jurisdictions such as school districts, water districts, and other 7 .

s -

'1ocal governments are involved in the BSE program through subcontracts

or outstationing é.rra;;gements (discussed in detail in chapters 3 and
‘6), - These-arrangements also extend to literaliy hundreds of nonprofit agen-

cies, referred to in CETA perlance as CBCs (comnnmit&-baéed ofgéniéa’t’ions)'.

- _ sponsors., .Of the forty-two sample jurisdictions, thirteen of the.

-

—— - = . - . B
T S " 1 .

"3, A total of thirty-tso prime sporkors are répresented by the Lt
sample jurisdictions:  thirteen city prime sponsors, gight county prime
- sponsors ;” 'six consortium prime ‘sponsors, and five baldnce-of -state prime

 cities and five of the couniies.are themselves CETA prime sponsors.

L
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e T " Chapter 2

A BRIFF HISTORY OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPIOYMENT PROGRAMS

/

Public service employment programs can have a variety-of-objectiyes,
- N 'amngthem-‘ ’ ' ’ e e

T s » - R . .

,~.' ' w to stimulate the economy and reduce unemployment ) -
in a recess:.on. '

. o (] ,w to supply needed -additional services- in the
public sector . :

-

> . o -

ST e ° wl& to aid disadvantaged persons through ' ' 4
employment ) 7 -

® mm to reheve dependency through Permanent. employment. -

-

B o ommg to,-upgrade the skill levels of the labor force

o ‘ : ~ through work experience. 7 s

. I&MM to redistribute income to needy families T
and-individuals. -

: . . - -

[ E w to assist distressed areas,

L2 w to assist state -and ‘local govemments—.,

A1l of these objectives" have at-one time or another been,reflected

~in public employment programs financedaby the federal -government . 'Soﬁe - ;5

'enployment and training ‘programs. of the federal government are primrily
—enplpyment program ; others stress: ?training—and— :placement—- most ‘however,
. ‘have :ml‘l:’i—ple: —p{n'poses. The fact that goals ‘have often shifted in
77- ,' emphasis plus the potential for conflict among them, is- necessarily a
‘ central theme of any examination of the history.oi" public service - ” .

' . ’ “\ T

employient programs. ‘ JPEEE - -k
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—employment was not widely used again until the 19603. " The focus of the

Public s“e’vaice'employment was first used as national policy by the 7

Roosévelt administration with the establishment of the Works Progress

Administration in 1935 ‘(—WPA).: The WPA was directed at relieving the high

: i;nemployment rates of the Depression; it served as an alternative to

cherity in the absence of unemployment compensatfon. The WPA employed ’
over three¥million workers at its peak (ata time when move than nine
million were-unemployed) and averaged about $1.4 billion annually in

wcge payments from 1935 to its termination in 19h3.1

With the recovery of the econonw after theé ,Depression, public service

progrmns in tne early 31xt1es was again op mitigating the effects of
cyclical unemployment although w:Lth particular emphasis on the
needs of distressed areas.zr The Area Redevelopmn* Act of 1961 and the

Public Works ‘and Economic Development Act of.. 1965 prov1ded employment in

’—ment and Training Act of 1962 (MD’LA) was enacted as a broader program

‘the mid-sixties drematically shifted the focus of employment and training

designated geographical areas, such as Appalachia. The Nanpower Develop-

providing skill training-and work -experience, especially to workers
disablaced as a result of technological change.

-

CivPl rights legislation and the social ferment that developed in =

E— e
-

-* 1, Manpower Remrt of the President (Depertment of Labor and

-Departmént of Health “Education, and Welfare, 1975), p. 40.

2. Cyclical unemployment refers to- unemploy®ent which is a result

‘of changed economic conditions whereas. structural unemployment refers: to

the chronic -difficulty of persons with limited education, skills, and v

'vonc experience to- become , and remin, gmployed

. S 4




Program, which ‘had been--established in }.962 to provide jobs to recipients

of public assistance, was expanded and renamed the Work Experience and

Act of 1961& The —J’ ob Corps, unique in its use of residential c¢eénters,
. was authorized by title I-A of the act to provwe training ’and education

\for disadvantaged youths between the ages of sixteenkand twenty-one.

title IT of theé Economic :Opportanity Aet, to meet .ihe speciala needs of

‘high:-school -or were potential ‘high school dropi-outs-; id:i'func'tioned' as

a combination income maintenance and maturation program,

3 $ ’
workersg over fifty-five years of age in rural co‘mmunitie’s. Thils program

£

:éatablished fthe ‘New Careers program, pr

- * a
. .
programs to structural unemployment. These prOgrams»placed emphasis
on training, job p;l.ace;nenté and work experience for the disadvantaged.
The MDTA program, which had ‘barely become 'op'erational, was reoriented to

target on minorities and the disadvantaged., The Community Work and Training

(] " . a
.

-

Training— Program. In 1967, the program was superseded by the Work .
Incentive Program ‘(WIN). It is administéred jointly by the Department ‘of
Iabor and the Department of Health Education, ‘and Welfare.

The numbergnf categorical programs for employment ‘and traimng in-

creased 'signifi ntly undei the authority of the Economic 0pport1m1ty

i * -

The Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) was ‘eéstablished under title -I-B of

the act to provide part-time work experience remedial education, and

1imited j,objtraining for d'1sadvantaged youths ‘who‘-either —did: not 'complet’e"

9 <

,zQperation’— Mainstream wag authorized in 1965 by an amendment to

also provided income maintenance for its participants. ]
b
One year later another amendment to the-Economic Opportunity Act

rily to aid disadvantaged: -

$ -

.
.
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tating placement -and- eliminating ‘barriers “to- employment ‘

commmity-based ‘suppor and its self-help doctrine.

adults and out-of-gchool youths in becoming para-professionals in
> L , . : ¢

various public-service fields, such as health, education, welfare,
- - " ~ .

, neighborhood redevelopment, and public safety. In 1970, througn aménd-

ments to both the Economic Opportunity Act and the MDTA, the New Careers
program was subsumed and expanded by the Public Serv:.ce Careers prograt,

£
In addition to- the goals of the New Careers program, it focused on ,fac?li- ’
.

e

Various work experience programs have also been attempted in the
private sector., The Opportunities Industrialization Center (0IC) was
founded in Philadelphia® in 196’+ by the Reverend= Ieon H. Sullivan, The

0IC is a private, nonprofit training and Work experience program, supported

" by both fex 4:11 and private funds..-. It ‘was developed in response to. the

plight/of urban minorities and is distinguished by its grass-rogts ,
\

The. JOBS (Job Opportunities in the Business Sector) program was-

/

-established in 1967 as a joint effort-of the public and private sectors

-to assist businesses in developing jobs and training programs. By .

<

July 1968,.165,000 permanent jobs had been pledged, far surpassing the

original goal. The economic slowdown which: be"gan in 1970, however, had

—

‘an immediate impact§on this program. Workers were laid off and exployers

became reluctant to meet their outstanding cormitments and declined to

B a 3: . .
make further pledges.™ ’ : ,

3. Chafles R. Perry et al,, Wt_qﬂmmmmm
- Programs {Philadelphia: The Whartan School,. University of Pennsylvania,
1975), p. 187.
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Rising unemployment rates in the 1970s brought a renewed em;iha‘sis
: . : on countercyclicél— public empioyment prog,rams. The Emergency Empvloyment
7 o Act of 1971 authorized the Public Employment Program (PEP). which was
¢ designed as a two-year pilot program aimed primarily at reducing aggre-
~gate‘.,unemp3._oyment retes .h The program was funded at $1 billion in 1972, -

'$I 25 billion in 1973, and $250 million in 1974k. Funding was triggered

’
o~

;~« ~~7~automtically*by local unemployment rates in excess of 4.5 percent, with

: additional allocations to areas with unemployment rates of 6 percent or
more, As would be expected of a countercyclical program, the parti’cipants
were ,betterxeducated— and less disadvantaged tht;n participants in the pre-
violus -more structurally oriented programs , and fewer were from minority
groups. Although traimng was authorized “little of the total funding
was spent _in this way; it was estimated that ok percent of all PEP funds

were spent on compensation of participants 2

" December 1973 and took effect in J{lly 1974. The purpose of the act.was

. to decentralize and decategorize many of the previously enacted fe'deral
employment and training programs. ‘Title IT, the public service -employment
i ('PSE) portion of the act, was designed, as :primarl—ly— a structural rather
ft.han:a countercyclical policy measurei. The $250 million appropriated
for PEP in 1974 Was. to be used to provide a transition to CETA title IT,

which had a total authorization of $370 million for 197h. ~

l& The PEP program contained- some structural elements i'n terms
of the -groups to be given priority. These includéed Vietna.a-era ‘veterans,
youths and- older workers, migrants, non-English-speaking workers , Wel=
D ~ fare recipients disadvantaged persons, and-displaced scientists and
co - engineers, See Manpower Report of the President, 1975, P. L,

- 5, Sar A, Ievitan and Robert Taggart, eds,, Ep ney Empl ,
- m._mzm_qe_mmm (Salt lake City: Olvmpus, 1974), P, oo
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"The vComprehensii/e Employment and Training Act (CETA) was passed in -




Participants were required to come from areas of "substantial unemploy-

. ment," defined as having 6.5 p}éreent unemployment for three consecutive

months, and to be unemployed or underemployed when they  entered the
program, '(Underemployed was defined us working part time but -seeking
full-time work or working full time but earning less -than a-poverty-
level income.)

With the rise in unemployment that ac¢companied the recession in 197k,

Congre;s in December of that year passed the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment

A,svsistance—,.é’ctadf;197h which established title VI of CETA as a counter-

—cyclicafl publie service employment program. The authority was temporary,

,prov1d1ng for only elghteen months - of operatlon. To be eligible under

title VI, an- i’nd1v1dual had to have been unemployed for thirty days—-or

‘—fif:teenr days- if .the 1qcaL unemplcyment rate was over T percent, Under-

the 1974 le’éisié@ion $875 mil'ii,dn was appropriated for title VI. This -
was: in addition to the oriéiqai title II funding for fisecal 1974 and

$350 million of obl1gations of title II funding for fiscal 1975. By

,,,,,

‘June 1975 enrollment in tltle II had reached 155,000, and the total for

titles II and VI, plus the renﬁi:nder'—of PEP enrol],.mént_, stood at 310,000.

Authorization for title VI expired on June 30, 1976. Extension of

the program was held up by Senate insistence on major changes in the program '

’aimed ‘at: reducing what was -alleged to be the ‘high displacement of local

employment under this program and the :subsfitution of federal funding for

local revenue, However,-given cont'inning ‘high unemployment rates,

7'Gongress passed* an- Emergency ‘Snp'plementa—lprpropriations——Act on April 15,

1976, which. provided for a continuation of the employment of title VI
pt.rticipants by transfer*ing them: to title II funding. . .-




n——

initially countercyclical title VI program now has ‘the eligibility

On October 1, 1976, Congress passed the Emergency Jobs Program
Extension Act of 1976 which provided a title VI appropriation
retroactive to June 30 1976, and titie VI ﬁmds -for f:.scal year 1977.

As of -October 1976 there were approximately 50, 000 enrollees in title II

-and 260,000 in title VI, The addition of $6 6 billion in funding for
“titles II and VI in the ’V[ay 13, 1977, econom:.c stimulus package will

raise the. number of participants to 125 000 under title II and 600, 000

-under title VI in fiscal year 1978 e

To major changes were fincluded in the extension of the title VI,
program, One was the introduction of the progect" approach, The
additional title VI funding was to be used first to "sustain" the level ‘ .
of PSE employment that had existed previcusly under tihe PSE program in

the-area, Remainmg funds were to be used for posltions in locally

- desgigned ,pub‘lj.'ic',sez:‘vice projects, A project was defined as a specific

task —or"grouip of relat’éd tasks with a public service objective which:

ccnld be —c'ciﬁﬁ:leted";’_.n— 1e'sfsi, than a year and' would: not- be undex:takeﬁ by

the local ,a‘i-e;a without PSE funds,

“The second chenge was that the ehgib:.lity requirements were made

more restrictilve targeting the program on the long-term unemployed, -

low-income individuals, and reci'pients of AFDC. These —requirement’s—,were
to :be"dpplied{to all positins -created under the proﬁéct -approach and to
cne-half of the vacancies filled among the "sustainment" pos:.t:.ms.

'l‘he intent ‘of botl: changes was- to- reduce job. displacement and the
attcndant, fiscg}gubstitutim effects, One msu],t , however, is ,that, the-
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i'equif’ements of a moré structurally oriented program, and the .initially
structurally oriented title IT program now has the minimal eligibili‘ty
requirements more characteristic of a countercyclical program.

The ct_n;i‘ent ‘CETA autl}ority expirés in September 1978.‘ In his
January 1978 State o‘f‘the Union message, Presidenticarfoér’requested
- -the—r—con{:inuationiof the- ~PS_E:xprogram—:under':CE}TA at the level -of 725,000
Jobs —fér’fiscal year 1979. The issues raised by the most recent changes
in the legislation, ‘plus— revisions now being discussed , make this an
apprqgrigte time to review. the operations and effects of the CETA-PSE

program.




- o Chaptes 3

SION OF THE DISPLACEMENT ISSUE

Dtn'ing a re‘cession, many atate and local governments faced mth

e lagging :ta.x receipts and- rising service demands, need additional revenue,

The- personnel budget is one of the major expense items which local govern-
ments can control relatively quickly. Thus' personnel containment —measures
and- reductions in force are likely to be in effect at the very time that
countercyclical federal ﬁmding ‘for job-creation is increasing, This
potential conflict in goals between the national ,gbvernmezit' :gndi,local,. ’

Jurigdictions produces a mjor issue for federally funded prograns aimed

,,at stimulating employment by state and ocal governments--the diaplacement,

' 1ssue, ~.Job.. displacement under ,PSE refers —to—the substitution of federally .

funded positions for positions that would otherwise have ‘been -supported:

' by local funds, To the extent this oceurs, the employment ‘effect of the

federal job stimilus program is :dinﬁnished._

. ’Dls’pl’acement has been a sourc; -of concern inCongress, -as evidenced.

: by an amendment to the Emergency Jobs: Program Extension Act of 1976 4
vintroduced by Senator Henry Bellmon (R.~0Kla, ) which requires the - ’
* Nationsl Commission for Maripower Policy to report to the Congress: on the.

"net employment etTacts” of the public gervice employment programs under
titles II -and VI of CE'I:A The issue of displacement, arose: again in- 1977'

;:dur:lng the- Senate 's consideration’ of the 1ncrease of 415,000 public 7
~service jobs contained in the Carter. —admin:tstration's economic stimulms

,package, An amendment ‘I.ntroduced ‘by Senator Richard Schweiker (R,=Pa.) .
o delcte the Jobs portion of ‘the: package m/defeated by thirteen voteS'

- —ofter a lengthy -debate, o / I

Previous stud:les of thc employment fefféct_a, ,ofi,pnblic‘,aervic'e— employment.

e S S SR S SN
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programs have reported consi_derable— variation in the rates of dlsPlacement -
- In studies of the PEP pmémm, George Johnson of the Univercity of Mlchigm
and Jamee Tomola of Harvard University éstimated that the displacrement rate
rose from 39 Ercent in the first quarter to 67 percent after two years’.l
Alan Fechter of the Urban Institute estimated displacement at 50 to. 90

B percent after one year.2 In reexamining the Johnson and Tomola data, .
a Michael Wiseman of the University of Callform.a at Berkeley estlmated

that, depending upon the assumptions used; the rate of disPlacement after

3 The National Planning ASSOLl&thn

one year varied from zero to 80 percent.
examined the results of the PEP program in twelve -demonstration sites that
received . sufficient federal funding to absorb 8 percent of local unemploy-
ment and: estimated -displacement for the demenstration sites at 46 percent
_after one year;u : | Lo
Studies of displacement under' the CETA program show a similar range.:
A study ‘by Johnson and Tomola covering public employment u’ncler the PEP 4
program (1971-74) end its continuation through the end of 19%—5\§<;er— CETA,
estimated -displacement at zero percent after one quarter, 58_pereépt ,aft’er

—Qhe,‘jear,,,andi 100 percent after one and a half _yearszs" A Congressional

.

- 1, George’ Johnson -and James Tomola, "The Efficacy of Public Service
Ewployment Programs,” Technical Analysis Paper no, 17A, Office of the
‘Agsistant for Pollcy, Evaluation, and Research, Department of Labor, June
1975;. processed.’

2, Alan Fechter, Pyblic Employment P
'(Waahington, D.Cot The Urban Institute, September l97h) -

3. Michael Wiseman, "Publiec. Employment as- Fiseal Policy," Brookings .
Wﬁs_ﬂﬂiﬂu no, 1 (1976) . 67114, R
b, | tion of .t Project of the Public Employment .

,xmmm.._mal_ﬁemm (Washington D. C.: Naticnal Planning Association, 1974)..

‘5, George .Johngon and James- Tomola, "The Fiscal Substitution Effect of
Alternative ‘Approaches” to- ‘Public Service Employment Policy," The Journal of

EKC mmjesmnu.le no, 1 (winter 1977) 326,




Budget Office (CBO) study assumed displacement rates under CETA of 60
percent after one year and 90 to 100 percent after two yem"s.r6 A later

study done by the CBO when the Carter administration’s economle stimulus

. package was being considered assumed a first-year q{s‘placement rate of

25 percent and a second-year rate of 40 percen't based on program

operation at -a rate of 30,000 new positions per month 7

Displacement is detrimental to. the PSE- objective of 1ncreasing Jobs,

‘Consequently, it is: pmhib:[te’d' under the "Ymg'intenence-éof-,effort" requirements ]

4n the enabling legislation:for both the title II &nd VI programs. Section-

. 208 (a) of the Comprehénsive Employment and Treiring Act of 1973 states:

) The Sezretary shall not provide financial assistance for
-any- progran -or act1v1ty -under this title unless he determines,
in accordance with such regulations as he shail prescribe; that
(1) the program (A) will result in an increase in employment
opportunities over ‘those opportunities: which would:-otherwise -
‘be-available, (B) will not result in: the displacement of
currently employed workers. {(dincluding partial displacement ‘such-
as- 4 reduction in the hours of non-overtime work or- wages or
employment benefits), (C) will not impair existing contracts
for services or result in the substitution of Federal for other
funds-in connecticm with work that would -ctherwise be -performed,
and (D) will not substitute public gervice jobs for- existing
federally a331sted Jobs.. )

‘The: implementing regulations for the- Emergency Jobs and Unemployment
Agsistance Act of 197k stipulate that sponsors cannot rehire laid-off
workers under CETA unless they @) meet- the eligibility requirements and.

 {2) "were not laid-off with the-pufyuve- of cslling them back into jobs

funded under this progran.” The sponisor must meintain "substantive

- documentation” (budgets, expenditures, revenues, etc.) for-cne-yeer after <

mm Congressional Budget Off* ce,February 1977 .

1. S Measures £o-St fhé Econar (Cmgreesioml Budget .
Ottice, lhrch 1977) These r:lgurea rise to ‘ percent and 60 percent

By
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rehirh:xg and meke this infomatioﬁ available at the request of‘ the DOL
regional asadm:’.nis1‘,rai@1'(:,or.8 ) .

“This 1; not.to say that displacement is bad. 'In the view of —org'anizatioqs
concerned about the problems of -olEl,er and declining cities, a publi;c servicg a
employment program that concentrates on these jurisdictions can provide '
i‘iscq}. r’elie;f where it is most needed. To the exten’r: this happens, PSE
: operates ,;i‘n effect, as a form of cétmtércyclica_l revenue éharing'. By
re];iéving the pressure on the local tax base (1:e‘—. , through the use of
PSE farticipants, to f£ill regular government positions), the PSE program
puts ihé’se jurig;dictipns in a better pésition' to stem the éutfléw of residénts" e

and industry as well as to ‘stimulate- new deQre];.épment.— Where the resulting

fiscal effect of ‘such displacement is to cut cr stabilize local taxes

= (see chapter 4), then PSE still has a stimulus impact but in this case

-

it is 1n the private sector. )

l"- -

. Likewise z displacement is not incompatible with other goals of the PSE
program, for-example, the targeting of ‘agsistance on disadvantaged pe’;'scns.
‘Eo‘;"' disadvantaged persong, PSE -can mean increased employment -opportunities
-even if displacement occurs, The- —program:—can' change the caomposition 61‘ the
recip:!.ent -government*'s work force by adding employees: from groups that were
| 7—n,nt, represented——as ‘heavily in the preexisting work force, Under these .

,,coqd;i,t'idns,the“PSE program:can be thought of as a hybrid, having the

w 40, no. 7 (Jan,10, 1975), pt. ‘& P. 2360(99.1c,
sec h) Because of these requirements- in the law, local officials of the
sample- goverments were gssured that site-specific information would not
‘be published in the sections of reports on this research- dealing with thé
net employment effects of the PSE progran. .

b
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attributes of both a revenue shpring program and an affirmative action ]
program to- promote the hiring éf minoritjr and disudvantaged persans,
In short, the policymaker is likely to be interested notionl’y in how
much —PSE—rdisplacemén,t occurs but in where it occurs a’na what. iﬁs econamic
-and employment effects are in instances where it- does occur.
As emphasized in chapter 1, the analytical task of the field
maeggchér in gauging displacement. is a suﬁstanti'al one, Because of this ,
* and in 1light of the tight time schedule for the iﬁitigl phase of our research,
this chgpte} takes: the: form of a discussion of the displacement issue, Iis
" purpose.is to-indicate the ways-in which job creation and ﬂis’p];ace’me’n{: oceur
under PSE and to discuss, on a prelimmary besis, the net employment- effects
obgerved at th:.s stage of the research

DEFINITIONS. OF JOB:-CREATION AND: DISPLACEMENT

It was necegsary at -the beginning of the research projéct to provide
' the field associates with a ‘framework for identifyirg job creation and

-displacement, Job creaticn represents employment and:-activities that

—IouldAmSt ‘have beeﬁ undértaken, —ivithdut PSE; fdurzpossibl’é types: were ligted

in the analysis fom used by the agsociatew

1, (5 ceg: \Cases in whinh additional programs
S or-gérvices were undertaken with PSE funding.
g’;wéﬁ%. Mmmm Cages. in which the levex. of services was %
P 7 rais”ed or- services were improved under existing program by using
m mnd:!.ng . :
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3. ﬁmciai,pr’ojects‘ : Hew, or)e-tirne\ projects with a durastion of one

year or iess undertaken with P§Ef\ ﬁmds'.g v

-

L, Program meintenance: Cases in wli:\lch PSE employees were used to

maintain existing services that y&uid ‘have been curtsiled in the
abgsence of PSE funding, ‘\
Displacement, on the other hand involves the use of PSE perticipants to.

fill positions and provide setvices that wmld othez;vise have been provided with
other revenue. The types of -displacement identified in the analysis form for
the associates were: .
1. 1) gez;s : (Cases involving the transfer of e;c;isting gtate .and local
government positions to PSE funding. -
2. Bg_m_zg_ Cases in which state or local —employees: were laid off and
then rehired with PSE funding.,
. - 3. Contract reduc_tiom Cases: in which- PSE participants were used to
7 'omvid? ‘gervices or to work on projects that had been;, or normally
contracted to an outside organization or private firm,

-

L8] - hi reg: Cases in which PSE participants were hired to £111-

) 7 positiong that otherwise nguld; have —peen funded with-other revenue, ‘
7 The"approach\itgsedto identify job creation and displacement in this study ‘
”d,fﬁ,‘era in.some fe:%pects--both implicitly and expi;ic,iﬂ,y-vfmm those used:
1n other studles of the impact of federally funded public employment programs;’
as tndicated. in e concluting sectionbe thts chapter. -

v -9, - This definition of "special projects” is tighter then the definition
4n the law; Under ‘the law, all of the stimulus PSE funds for 1977-78 and
‘half of-all replacement positions’ for the "sustainment" level of PSE must be
-devoted to -special projects with a: -duration of one-year or less, However,
these projects .can expand-or- maintain existing programs where it can be
demonstrated that the programs involved otherwise would have been--cut or kept
a% ‘a constant level, The definition of special pro,jects ‘as--a-subcategory of
Job creation-used in.this.study 1s limited to pew activities; 1t does not
include projects which -expand -or -avoid: reductions in ongoing program.

y
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There are also differences between +hat might be called the legal

 definitions of job creation and displacement (as used by the Department of -

Labor) and the definitions used here, For example, DOL regulations “prohibit

7" the use of PSE positions in any agency where a layoff has occurred. With

the framework presented above, such an occurrence would not be prima facie
evidence of displacement. If an -agency, experienced layoffs for reasoms
having to do with the fiscal condition of a ,]urisdiction , then assigning PSE
workers to that-agency would be job creation program maintenance _since the
Jobs would not have been filled in the sbsence of PSE. ’
'Gl'here ig-gti1l -a third concept of displacement to be considered-~the
popular inlpréssion that if PSE workers :accoont for a high proportion oi‘ the )
Jocal -government ‘s employees performing primary services: (police fire,
sanitation) this is a subsidy to local governments analogous in its impact

to-géneral revenue sharing funds. Again the approach in this study differs from

the conventional wisdom, The study often identifies PSE employees providing

‘basic or traditional city services as job-creation 1f the service' involve&:

would otherwise have been cut or would not have been exipanded in the absence

‘I

(., N -

TI-IE ANALYSTS -PROCESS

f the PSE program

.
]

While conducting their research associates were in frequent contact .
with Brookings staff members .- I,n,difificult cases involving the identifica-
t’ion,—of employment. effects, they often called to -discuss- the approach -and-

the types of —{iata they proposed to use in making their classification, Thi’s;—

consultation process résulted in the development of a sampling procedure
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& .
(described below) which was used in collecting the first-round data for a

number of la’_rger cities and will be used foiﬂl larger jurisdictioys in
the second round., The principal reason for‘ adoptin'g this sampling proced;x:ce
was that, among the typés of data that can be-brought to bear in the
employment’ effects 'analyéis, it increasingly became evident that'it was
A necessary' to consider the activities of PSE participants--what they are
7 doing at the job site and the nature of the supervisora.r 'and the administrative
ai-rangements involved., A second Ieason. for deciding to /hﬁe a sampling
Pprocedure--a factor that will be even more important for the second round of
the research, when PSE employment I}as inc;?éased-a-,is the large number of
nonp;ofit agencies that vere -expected to have project PSE vppsitions
by December 31, 1977. In one 1ai'ge— éi:ty, i:or—e;ca;ﬁple , it was pnz’jeéted that g
:@here—'would—;be- 770 gmbqo,ntrgcting;age’nqie,s -wheh the blﬂ;ldl}p—of ‘PSE
enrollmeht was complete, Random sampling -of —p,a,z"tigipant‘sr, which was- h‘i:tempt,ed'

e

“in-one location, was found to be inefficient since 1t did .not feduce the

3

. -' ° . . ld -
i -number of -agencies- that had to -be yisited. Consx,equently, the decision was

made ‘to apply a sampling ’prbcequ'ré on an -agency —basis.lo

>
-~
-

i‘ * "f; 7 - = 7 ) 7 ..g 7 [ — o 7 , . * .
- 10. The sampling procedure is as‘follows, Based on .the total number
of positions in -the j}u;'i'sdicgi,on, a sample size is developed that would
yield a. 5 percent confidence-.interval if the ‘displacement rate were 50

percent. (The reason for this -assumption is that the standard-error of a

. sample’ proportion--and, therefore, the sample size necessary for a confidence

interval of a given size--is at its maximum if the_ sample-proportion is- _ '

'50' percent.)” The resulting sample gize is usually in the range-of 300 . . /s

participants, - The sample is then assigi®d proportionally to each title
! {II, VI sustainment, VI project) and wfthin each title assignments are made ¢}

proportionally to positions in the government, other governments,, ‘and .

nonprofit -organizations:. ﬂﬁhﬁl— municipal governments an -attempt is made to- %

. ‘gelect some representing -common- functions {police, fire, ete,) and.variable %.,\ L
' functions (1ibraries, museums, ete.). ¢ Nonprofit organi.zations are grouped "%
by, general type (educational, health; —c"o’imiini}ty groups, zgtc.:)»’,afnd:,specif—ic:
L Lt e L x - .
. -2 . ‘, A ' ' S
. > RRANE: T-k (WY




‘There are five types of data which field researchers can use to analyze

the net employment effects of PSE, One obvious type of data for monitoring

13
>
. N

research ig interviews W1th Jocal oﬁf‘zcials However waintenance-of-effor‘b

’
LS

requirements (as discussed above) limit the potential use* lness of interview
_ data in studying the impact of* the PSE program. y Some local officials
resisted disgussing the displacement isste, although others provided
:lmporbant mformatlon and insights on the program’ s net employment effecus
Altogether, the five types of data that field researchers can us?e in -
. analyzing the employment ‘:lmpact, of the PgE programs afe s (1) interviews;
(2) observations. of thé actual tasks performed by PSE participants, (3) exam-
Anation of overall budget and employment condltions and trends; (L4) exam-
:lnat:lon -of budget and employment data for the ‘gpecific agenc:.es in which ‘\" )
PSE partic pants *are employed' and (5) assessment of tk demnd for, the
services that -are being performed The first two types -of data--interview
and 'acti,vi,ties, data--have already been_mentioned; the-other three are
:diecusse'd brfefly below, - X , K .

=
1

In borderline cases the associate's, anaiysis of fiscal trends and

conditionsr was crit"ical to, the irnterpretation of net employment effects,

The most difﬁcult borderlina cases ténded to be those where it was:

-

necessary to- choose ‘beétween r‘am maintenance “which is a form of job

creation in the classification system for this study, and the” potential

)V

.

_organizations for examination -are selected from among these types. The

results for the sampled organizations are applied to the total number of
poaitions‘ in the jurisdiction, .again by title, to take into account the- relative
* size of the jufisdiction, While this nrocedure does rot produce results - :
40 which strict confidence intervals can be applied, it.does result in

" estimates representative -:of the experience of” the program in these vjurisdic-
tiona. ; P ) .

» )
l ) - - N
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hire categery of displacement, If the associate determined on the basis of

interviews and financial and employment data that ‘the fiscal pressure on a:

,’jurisdiction was so severe as of the observation date that it would have -

had to ‘cut existing serv:Lce levels (and many cities were in this position),
then using PSE employees “to msintain these services was not at that point

in time displacement Altematively, if-the associate determined that a
Jurisdiction had used, PSE funds to maintain .services that could have been
provided with other revenue, this was a case of displacement of the potential
hire vanety. ’ .

In one large city, for example, 90 percent of the title II and title VI

:sustainment positions were retained by the city; 6’4 _percent of these were in

{

primary city services such as police , fire, -and- s‘anitation For project

tit1e VI the city retained all ‘the positions filled as of “July 15, -87

,percent of which were in primary services, In some cases these positions

. represented direct tra:nsfers of regular positions to PSE, Such conditions

’ create’ -an obvious -suspicion of’ displacement., But the essential question

PSE participents were assigned to specific jobs in an-agency and then

: is, the fiscal one, How many of these workers would ‘have- been -employed

7—b§r-*the city were it not for the availability of PSE? Based on an analysis of the

i‘iscal position of the city, it was determined that all of these positions would
have: been unfilled were it not for PSE, Independent experts on the fiscal
aituation of the city were consulted and’ concurred with this a.nalysis.

The- fourth type of data used to-identify the net employment effects

of PSE was employment trencés: in the department or organization to which

PSEparticipants were a,s,signed. For example, cases were found in which

similer positions thiat became vacant. through attrition were allowed to

H -
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remain unfilled, This, in esgsence, transferred the position to PSE, In
other cases it was determined that PSE was used to displace some part of
the "nprmal® growth in employment, i.e, growth that would have occurred

in the absence of the program, ' -

The last type of aata used. to 1denti§‘y PSF emploi?‘ment effects was
the demand for the service that PSE pafticipan # were providing,. If they
" were performing tasks for which demand wes rising, this mi;ed the
'i:oeeibilit}t of dispiacement -of the potential h;u;e variety even though
outward arpearances might suggest a job creation impact. For example,
in one sample city last year's hard winter resulted in the need
for more street repeirs, PSE participents were used i‘or thfs purpose.
under conditions whjere it w’as,,judged by the associate that they were
-displacing what otherwise would have been increased seasonal ,evniployment.
A -simdlar form of —displacemer{t. —cari'occur;—whe:re 'féde:;'al- or state-mandated
gervices are increased, In one case a number of PSE participents were
*aggigned as guards and construction security personnel in penal institutions.
Since these po’si’tiéns were e‘s,téblis;hed' to: cémp;Ly with a court order, they
'were—r cl;aasified— as displacement, potential hire, , )
‘Iz‘orillustrat,e* how job.creation and displacement were interpreted,

e';cémples are presented bei,o;r for each- employment effect gat‘egory.‘ .

Examplesg of Job 'g‘:regtibn
1. New Programs and Services
A large eastern city assigned PSE positions to a local nonprofit

-arts: group to Sponsor spacial ballet programs in the schools,
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A midwestern city set 'up a program to install sr;oke detectors
in housing occupied by the elderly.

In a southern city ninety-five PSE participants were agsigned
to the parkway comnigsion to landscape the rnedians of highways
‘leading into the city.

"'In a large midwestern city five typists were assigned to the
city 'c:1erk and one to each member of the eity council who did not

-

have a secretary. _
In a large eastemn city twenty-five title VI project and twenty- - ‘
five title II and .VI sustainment participants were assigned to a
pretrial release program, They conducted interviews, coilected ‘back-
ground information, and arranged* for"soci'a_l gervices. This program
had existed before ‘but was significantly expanded through the
-employment. of the PSE. workers. : ’ ) ’\
- In a midwestern suburban city two atiditional dispatchers a\n‘a, a
 1ab technician were assigned to the police’ department, |
In a large midwestern city three PSE participents were assigned to
planning in the city development office , seventeen 'to the fire
- department as fire inspectors, five to- parks and recreaticn for zoo -
maintenance, sixteen to-the ‘v,mter depertment for pipeline cleaning,
-and- eighteen to the senitation depaiiment for sewer cleaning and repair,
"3, Special Projecis 7
In one rural town three title VI project participants erected

‘a fence ,around the tovm landfill and planted -grass seed' in another

P
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part ¢t the dump they slit a pile of tires "t-he‘ size of ;:ity* hall"
to prevent thenm: from latet 'risi;ig to fhe surface, ’

" In a large eastern city, 126 title VI project positions
were assigned to rehgbiiit 4ion of an abpndoﬁ’ed city park ina
J;gw-izllcome area, City officials indicated that there was no
possibility that they c,:oult.l have justified this type and scale
of activity in. their regular —budget:

A western suburban county assigned twenty-three? participan;:s -
to a project to: provide ﬁé!ée-rhaintenance ‘services for senior citizens
and assigned two others to a metric education project in the
—cmper;tivé extension service’, A ) ; -
In cne city a program was uhdertaken +o employ Seventy~two
-artists for a year under PS‘E.r ,Tegms of six artists were -assigned
fo— nei'ghborhgcds to work with :schbc’)lg—? conrmmity .groups, and
neighborhood-associations .. Among other tgéks, fhey‘-mﬁ— on
 demonstrations, provided instruction, and painted wall mirals.

Another group was assigned to work with senior citizens, In

,aci&it_iona P00l ‘of performers (singers, dancers, actors, and
 mistcians) was organized t present entertaimment programs ihroughout

the city., | '

. -
!
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L4, Program ng,ntenance

' In a large midwestern eity the functions of the model cities
agency -had been cut as funding ran out. These functions were
restored with PSE funds, The associate indicated that these
f\ﬁlctioné would have been éliminateo in the absence of the gﬂE
program, ’

' ‘Ina southern county, five PSE employees - performed maintenance
and -equipment ';or]; in the garbage collection division of the public ° 7
yo;_'ks department, These employees contributed to the maintenance of
this service for the comty, yet would not have been hired without
the PSE funds. 4 ' v

In a. rural north-central county, three deputy sheriffs were
hired to maintain the services of the county sheriff's office. The
—ooimtyimﬁld‘:no‘b have been able to hire these,_fadditiopai'—emplpyees
without the PSE fundirg. ' C

1, Immrgm ) - - - — . N .
In a small eastern city vacancies that occurred 1n the regular

work force were kept. open and PSE workers were aasigned to 11

} parallel positiona.
In a school district ninety-two PSE participants were employed

a8 ubnrians, guards and teachers' aides , and the school budget was

",f, - - x

, cut in these areas.

P4

In a large nd.dwestem c:lty, *l:he public ‘works -department reduced

1ts staff by 111 positions (‘—i,n; t,hc:—;dm,inistmtion, public bui—ld,inz,
» Onzimrinz, aid street minter;ance departments) and ‘added 80 PSE
. _workers, in effect, to replace them,
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" Inan eastern ci oy a force reduction in a city department
'required the c:lty to 1ay off an employee that it especially wanted
to keep, ‘The employee was- 1aid off fcn the required number of
‘days and then rehired uz;ﬁen the PSE program,

In & midwestern city elght firefighters were laid off and then

rehired under PSE, ‘ . ‘ . )

In 8 large eastern city a PSE project was established in the
police department to tow away illegally parkea and abandoned: vehicles,
The city had prreviously contracted out this service.
In a smy_.oity where a prlvately owned bus company was taken :
" over by the city, the city employed two bus washers under PSE. :Prev:tbu'sly- o
the bus compeny had used an outside contractor for this purpose.
7. -Ina large oty FSE-enployees were assigned to the dchools 4o
belp provide after-school activities and assist teachers. ILocal
officisls indfcsted that something had to be dome to reduce
tmiona caused by a recef;;tly‘eétablished ‘busing program ‘The
7 asgociate 'detgmlned; that at least 30  percent fg'f'*@eée:nrhm :
would have: been hired in the .absence. of the PSEprogram ’
7 In ‘a lu-gc uﬂ.dwestem city a number- of PSE participants were
,migned to the c:lty'a vehicle mintenance garage. The -garage
iopontn out of & revolving mnd and charzes it costs to the varous ’ :
otty departasita, N . :




ABSORPTION

The 1iterature on the effects of PSE proérams , although varying as to
the fat,e of disyla‘cemenf , is consistent in reporting that the- digi)lacement ’
rate Ll;cregs_eg. over time. One way this can ‘oceur is for PSE positions
established as job creation to tecome displgéement positiopg through what
',é refeor to-in this study as “g‘ﬁsorption_. '.'11 This 1is espeéially 1ikely to
occur s ecor;omic and fi’sxcallconditions 1mprove., as' they did in many of the
sample gites in the six-month period between midsummer 1977 and the end of

the year. Under these circumstances jurisdictions were increasingly able

" to fi11 positions which they previously could not ‘have funded,- PSE workers

assigned in mid-July to maintain programs that otherwise would have been
reduceq could by 'DeQembér be hired as regular employees, In some cases .

these workers have been tr,aiigaferred* to ,unéulgsi:diégd'>employmgnt; From the

~ point of view of the participant this is a desirable outcome since it

represants transition %o regular government, If, however, these positions

continue to be- funded under PSE, what yaS:—origipally Job creation becomes -

" dsplaseément; In identifying absorption, -the ‘agscciates' observations about.

" fiscal. conditions ,a,-re—,qftzen —crpgial, In one: gmall ¢ity, seven :pb"si't’ibixjs*

at @ monleipel utility were originally identified as PSE job creation.,

" Howeves, with the expension of the utility, thiess positions have

" become essential, according to-the associate.,

1 have-1ittle ducbt that these-positions would be. picked up
- by local funding if PSE‘funding were withdrawn. In fact
this is definftely refiected: in the ¢ity records. .However,

a8 elected officials and staff have suggested, as long as -

these positions: are supported under CETA and federal funds

_ can be used, it would be regarded as fiscally irrespon-

 :sible-and-a dereliction-of -duty to taxpayers to transfer -
- these positfons to loeal tax-support. .

=

1D, See appendix A, P. 163, 17




Ilnotherf way aﬁsorptioncan— occur is: through the creation of a

Percep’cion of a need, or the development of a constituency for a service
pronded by PSE workers. . In this case what originally was job creation
GODES tc be regarded as a "necessary” function of the recipi’ent government,
At"this point the participant may be moved into regular government employ-
_ ment, A.‘l.tematively, 1f the position has become essential ‘but the local’
-govemment allows it 1o remain on PSE mnding, then at some point the
position becomes displacement This is a case of PSE-created demand.
In one sample ,Jurisdiction the associate ‘became- convinced that* +hree
employees at the civic center had: become, in the minds of ity officials, l

potentiel hires: "This was mot the case originally, but the work of these -

-employees -hed. been- so satisfactory that it appears *certa‘in ‘the positions
will become Tegular positions in the next ‘budget.” —Questions-involﬂng'

-absorpticn can be expected to be more numerous in th° second round of the

ﬁeld ‘research,

- AGGREGATE -JOB CREATION AND' DISPLACEMENT -RATES

At the time of the midsumer o‘bservations for this. study, :the thirty-

—’aeven governments for which dats. -are: included in this -chapter employed

12

24 »557 PSE participants " Of- these ; 5 percent were excluded: from the

i analysis because it was not posgible fo,zt associate,sz tofdetermixm whether

L

: 12 Although there ‘are forty-tww 1urisdictions in: the main sample,
five were excluded from. this ;portion of the analysis- because of inadequate

e W,,datt -at: the cuteoff- time-for the- preparation of Zaig Teport. Total

positions also include a state agency ‘not. counted separately as a
memmental Jurisdiction.
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 the program's relative share of local government employees as the. level -—

3L
£s ‘
they represented: job creation or displacement -In addition, application

of the sampling procedure resulted in the exclusion of three thousand
positions —in, lnrger cities, Consequently, most of the taoles presented
in this chapter are based on a total of 20,334 PSE participants. Of
’these , 5,226 participants, or,,approximt_elly one-fourth of the total,
_were in title VI project%.. Title IY and title VI sustainment account for

the remaining 15,108 perticipants.

: nship of PSE to City Empl ment
In public discussions of PSE, ccnai’demble interest has focused on

» -

of' PSE employﬁ;ent' rises. vaten—rsuch reports fail to take into account

=

the outstatfoning and contracting out of participants, which-can
be apprecisble under PSE. Outstationing refers to the practice of peying
people through the personnel mANpower,. or some- other office of a local
',govemment which receives an- allocation ‘of PSE positions s but then

:assigns the participant to-work in“some other organization, such as-a school
-a hospital, *a,—socia'—li security office. :conmcting,—ogt,,—on,the other*hand,
vretcrs to.casges. in which a Jurisdiction- receiving ‘a PSE allocation does not |
‘expend- some portion of its PSE funds, but instead contracts with -another organi

¥

' ution to- use tbese funds- for- PSE positions Thesge positions, a,s;,discus,sed:

:Ln the final section of this chapter, mke macro-analysis of the effects -of

PSE very difficult to-do with available gtatistical data, (Contracting out

E ,m found to be much ‘more- prevalent than outstationing )

In considering the mportance of PSE participants v'elative 40 regular:

77 city payrolls it 1s: necessary to ot from consideration positiona which

cmtrected out or outstatimed As o£’ nid-J’uJy 1977, for hrge
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cities in the sample, the PSE participants -directly employed by city

governments, taken as a percentage of their 1976 municipal labor force,
ranged‘from 3.4 percent to 18.9 perce}.rlt.l3 The unweighted mea.n for the
sixteen cities for ‘which such data ‘are available is ;8.8 percent., These
'figures‘ are probably inflated because the base for comparison is.l976
. city employment as. reported in the U.S: Census' of Governments,

- If police and fire are examined separately on this basis, in the two
cases for which PSE employment in July 1977 was highest relative to regular

g city employment for these two functions, it amounted to slightly over
13 Ppercent of t.he eity's 1976 employment base for protective services.

7 l nt Effects b3 l ) Organization

Table 3-1 shows the allocation of ?SE rarticipants by title and.
—according, to the type of organization in which they were employed..
Participantsremployed:‘i)y the sample governments are shown in -column A4;
. colmnns B-F show PSE participants employed by other organizations 7

under subcontracting or outstationing agreements with the- sample governments
Overall 70 percent of the positions shown weré retained by the sample .
gove,mments. ‘'The share--of positions retained was’ higher for titles II

and VI sustainment (79 percent) than for title VI projects (59 percent).

:Nonprofi‘t ‘organizations account for 2l percent of the title VI —posi’tions'
and 10 percent of the title II and VI sustainment positions, meking them
the largest recipient of PSE positions outiide of the sample governments -
themselves, . ,
. Table 3-1 also provides figures for- ,job ‘ereation and displacement

oroken dowa by title. and type of employing: organization. ‘Three: inportant

- A3, The ‘gsecond’ highest percentage was 12,2 percent , 80 the 18,9 percent
cage stands out. by comparison. The 197€ bageline data for municipal employees-
includes CETA-PSE articipants, though at -a time when the ‘program was
oronting at s low r level for -most cities, ~ -

B ,_q)_eév‘ffgif:,, e = e
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'Tabie 3-1, PSE Positions Classified as Job Creation and Displacement by Title and Type of Employing Organization

Other schoo‘jl

‘Other loecal

State

-Federal

Nonprofit

Sample -
governments -istricts -governments agencies agenei 3 organizations Total
o ) ”(A) (B) (c) (D) (E) (F) (6)
N . - ’ '
II:-% VI §usjéimnent g - )
~ Job-creation 8,458 (76) 874 (84) 631 (76). 508 (93) 24 (%) 1,453 (99) 11,948 (79)
: Displacement 2,738 (24) 163 (16) 199 - (24) gy 1 (W) 18- (1) 3,160 (21)
Total 11,19 1,037 830 .. k9 25 - 1,k 15,108
— Percent (79) ) (5) (1) (%) -(10) (100)
'}1;, Project : . ’
Job creation 2,865 (93) 278 (74) 389 (89) - 9 (93) -- 1,188 (%) 4,815 (2)
-, Displacement 205 (1) 99 (26) 47 (11) 7 (1) .- 53 (4) 411
L l Total 3,070 © 377 ‘ 436 102 1,241 5,226
(Percent {59\ (0] (8) (2) (2w (100)
— i\,, - —
All Titles , ,
~ Job creation 11,323 (79) 1,152 (8I) 1,020 (81) 603 (93) 24 (9%6) 2,641 (97) 16,763 (82).
- Displacement 2,943 (21) 262 (19) 246 (19) 48 (7) r (W) 7 (3) 3,571 -(18)
Total 14,266 ‘ 1,414 1,2667 ’ 651 25.- 2,712 20,334
. APgrc,e:;tf {70)- - (7) (6) - (3) (%) S 13) (100)
Source- Field research data

Note: Figures in parentheses are percentages.

*.css than 0.5 percent,




findings stand out. First, accédtding to “these figu.res the displace- y .

ment rate for PSE ,e.mpl%ment is cﬁns{derabiy lower than that reported by
other researchers. For all titles and fdr the sample as a whole ‘j
-18 percent of the positions were Jffdge{i ’by the associates to represent
displacement and 82 percent Job creation. If the results in the Juris-,

dictions where the sampling prqcedune was used are weighted to reflect

the relative size of the program in these Jurisdictions, ‘the extent of . -

displacemeﬁt for the sample as-a whole rises to 20 percent. 'mis is: .
still well below the results. reported by other researchers (gee above in S 1

this chapter) 14 T

-

Secand, the displacenent rate vardes depending on the smploying
organization.- The rates for sample governnents (21 percent), school *' e
districts. (19 percent), and: other local governments (19 percent) ‘ 1"-,'
were sligntly higher thari the displacementrate for ell employing-
organizations combined The rates for state and federal aéencies and for J '

nonprofit organizations, by contrast were lover than the- overa‘fl rate ) o . 4'«‘7

‘Some qualifying caments are needed\here. Federal agencies received such B
& small nunmer of positions (25 out of a total of 20 ,000): that ‘the: extent

of Job creation and- displacement cannot really be determined As: for- .

—nonproﬂit organizations . their low d.splacement rate undoubtedly reflects =

the i'act that meny of the ager?ies involved came into existence vith

T

. lll The aample data were alao edJusted in relation to the PSI Program.
overall, Since there 1s:no national distribution of PSE poaitions by type of
mnmmcnt 5. displacement Tates: were generatéd for the -governments- within each

- . sponsor:type (balance-of-state and slatewide; consortium, county, 6Tty) and-
- weighted by the percent of the 197778 funding ‘allocated to-each: opomor type..

‘nu nichted displacemt Yrate that resulted i: aho 20 percent. ; -
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- their application for PSE funds In -such cases, all positions (PoE or-
otheruise) represent Tiew emgéoyment and new expenditures Also, some

nonprofit organizations use PSE funds to monetize existing volunteer work.

-

s We do not classify this as. displacement . - .

o ‘ ’ A tbird important finding is that the displacement rate was sub-
‘ stantially higher for title II and, V'I sustainment positions (21 percent) Co-
than for title VI ‘project positions (8 perceﬁt?“ ’I’hese ‘figures ‘also )
. vary depending on the enmloying organization }nvolved Nonprofit -
organizati ons had the lowest rate-of displacement in both categories,

sn_stainmnt and project ' . e

s . a
s

Among positions reta.ineo by, the sample governments, nearly a
guarter of the sustaimnent positions were judged to be displacement
’as ‘opposed- to- on:ly 7 nercent of the project positions. The figures for
other local governments were: —,similar to those for —sample ,govermnents
Among positions filled by school districts, on the other hand +the .

L -

-displacement rate was higher for- project than for sustsinment positions. )

J- .
-
.

Taole 3-2 gives a breakdom of Jjob- cmstion and displacement by type
—of Jurisdiction for the sample ,,urisdictions -and six of the larger sub- .

contracting govemments or "subgovemments" sfudied a8 well a8 aJ.l of the ; :

state agencies for which ddata are available, Since:our—concern here 1s

' 3_between types-of jurisdictions , only the positions retsined
by the sample govemments and subgovernments are included 1n the analysis,
The governments end subgovernments ere ST ix the folldwing catégories:

.7

» - - v N R
- . . .




-

uayge cities, including central cities over 250,000 in population

Suburban, including smaller cities (the largest bemg a subur-.
ban ity of 111,000) and suburban counties

Riral, inelu¢ .:~ -iral towns (with a population of less than
50,000) and co. 5 outside SMSAs

EY

State agenc ies , ' : T

For title-II and VT 'snstai'nment PSE, one-fourth-of the positions in
darge cities “were «.wgorized as displacementi We divided thése ,jnrisdiétions
iuto distressed and other cities, but found virtually no difference between
s the two groups. 15 Suburban Jurisdictmns had the highest level of displace-v
ment--29 per,cent. —Displacement was lower among positions,,,assigned,to state

agencies, (17 percent) and was—‘almost nonexistent in rural jurisdictions.’

For title VI project employne@nt,-‘{;he’ extént of d’i'splacement was
generally lower. For the—slarge cities} displacement amounted, to 7 percent--

10 percent in the distressed large cities and, h percent in the .other large
cities. Displacement was 6 percent of - the pro,ject employment in the

i

suburba.ﬁ\ Jurisdictions,and 5 percent in state agencies. ’I'here was no ”‘

3 ,- ’

disp'Lacement in pro,Ject VI employment in the fural-areas. However, the

¥

nunber of positions involved was very small .«for two reascns. In some *

cases the overlying sponsor allccated only sustainment positions to rural

b1

county governments' in other cases the rural county govgrnments had
- L . :/,

/
/

‘- - oo LT Tt o /

15, For-a- discussion of the urban. condit/ions index used to rate urban
-distress, see. Paul ‘R. Dommel et-al., Deceritralizing ‘Community Deve lopment
(Washingj;on, D.C.: The Brookings Inetitution 1978) y appendix 2. For this
analysis;’a cut=off of 250 -was adopted : / , .

» o
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Table 3-2, PSE Positions Classified as Job-Creation and Dis’placement by Type of Jurisdiction and Title for

Sample Govemménts, Six Subcontractipg.»dbvernments , and State Agencies

-
E]

[ —— P pres

N

Title II and VI

sustainment Title Vi project Total
Job ‘Disp]{ace- L Job Displace~ ,Job‘ Displace~
creation ! mef;t Total creation ment Total creation ment Total
. ——— ’I ) ) T, 7 ) - o '7 -
lamgecity 7,553 (75) 2,90 (25) 10,043 2,466 (93) 195 (7) 2,661 10,019 (79) 2,685 (21) 12,70k
- - . R ] I
Suburban 620 (71) 2./5!+ (29) 87k 458 (o) 29 (6) 487 1,078 (79) 283 (21) 1,361
- Rural 9. (98) j 7 (2 3% 37 (100) 0 i7 36 (98) 7 (2) 393
state " 572 (83) /120 (17) 6% W2 (%) 7 (5) 19 T (85) 127 (15) 84
Source: Field research data.
Note: TFigures m»'pa‘renthes,es, are —percentages: ,
| j
[ ' \
j
’ f
" 4
\\ 1'
Ve
. \ i
56 | ] 57

\\\ o
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project positions but subcontracted most of them to other organizations, -

which means that the positions are not included in this section of the analysis.

TYPES OF JOB CREATION AND DISPLACEMENT

In this section the PSE positions in the sample governments and the
employing organizations within those jurisdictions are classified using
tﬁé categories of job creation and displacement described earlier in the

chapter. We deal first with sustainment and “then with project positions.

Title. IT and VT Sustatment Positions

l Table 3-3 preéen%s data for 15,108 ,title' IT and VI sustainment szi-,-
tions. Of these positions approximately 4,000 or 26 percent ‘were sub-
'contrac,}:ed or outstationed to school districts, other local ‘governments,
state and 'federai -agencies located within the —sami)le juﬁsdiction, and

nonprofit organizations. The largest category, nonprofit agencies,

T - -Of the positions: retained ‘by.the sample ,govem,me'ntf, half .of
: those classified as job creation wére categorized as program ihgintenance—.
This represents 41 percent -of all sustainment positions for the

sample: governménts. As:will_ become clearer in the analysis of fiscal

received 10 percent of the sustainment positions, , | _'
|

7 1
conditions which follows, the classificatién -of positions as- program i
|

|

maintenance-~that is, provision of services: which in the judgment of the

‘agsociates would otherwise have been cut--is an important reason why the

findings présented here -differ from those of other étudies.




Table 3=-3.. PSE Positions Clagsified by Type of .]‘ob Creation or Displacement, Title IT and VI Sustai.nment PSE.

Samplé School. - Other local State Federal Nonprofit
. governments: ] districts governments agencies —agencie_s organizations Total
-New prograis 1,060 (9) %- (10), 26 - (3) 25 (5) - 136 (9) . 1,339 (9)
CoBxpansion £ 2,776 (25) kg3 (b4) M8 (s 218 () 2 (8) 606 (b1)  A35 (29)
Speeial projects 8 (1) -- L9 -(6) 6 (1) -- 3B (3) 27 (2) -
* Program : : . od .
maintenance 4,536 3?9 (3R) 108 (13) 259 (47) 22 (88) 673 (46) 5,927 (39)
Total job i , o -
creation 8,458 (76) 874 (84) 63L (76) 508 (93) 24 (%) 1,453, (99) 11,948 (79)
Transfers 1,25% (11) 95 (9) 21 (3) 3 (1) -~ 3 (%) 1,3 (9)
Rehires 17 (%) - - 2 (¥ -1 (4 3 (%) 23 (*)
" - Potential hires 949 (8) 6 (1) 177 (21) 28 (5) - 12 (1) 1,234 (8)
Contradt ,
reduction 109 (1) - 1 (%) - - - 1100 (1)
Other “ 407 (&) - - 8 (1) - - 415 (3)-
Total ' v , ,
displacement 2,738 (24) 163 (16) 199 (24) b1, (7) 1 () 18 (1) 3,160 (21)
Total positions 11,1% .+ 1,037 830 sho- 25' '1,1;71 - 15,108 (100)
Source Field reaearch data. v . )
‘Note: Figures in parentheses are percentages.
*Iegs than 0.5 percent.
579 ! e ‘\ 60
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Iitle VI Project Positions

As of the observation date there were dpproximately five thousand
title VI project positions in the sample jurisdictions. In table 3-k
these are broken down by employing orgapization and ‘categories of job
creation and displacement. Although the regnlations governing title VI
Project employment stipulate that a substantial portion (one-third)‘of_
these positions should be allocated to nonprofit agencies, only about
& quarter of the project vositions reported in table 3-4 were
assigned to nonprofit agencies. A total of 41 percent of ail title VI
Iroject posltions were subcontracted or .outstationed to other orgamzations
(including nonprofit organizaticns) located within the sample governments,
The percentage varies cc.msiderably by Jurisdiction; some units cliose to
£111 ‘a1l title VI project positions themselves ’ while others allocated all
or most of" these positions to other orgamzatlons ’ h

Perhaps because of the project requirements » or the relative newness
-of the program, the extent of 'displacement was considerably lower for
title VI projects Only 7 percent of the positions within the sample
governm-nts and- 8 percent of all the title VI project positions were-
Judge to represent d:,splacement, Displacement for title VI project PSE

¢ was most 1ikely to oceur in independent school districts for which
» 26 percent of the positions were judged to be displacement, predominantly
in the form of potential hires, ‘ |

-

PR
-

-~
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Table 3-4. PSE Positions Classified by Type of Job- Credtion or Displacement, Title VI Project PSE

Sa@lg - School - Otherﬂi!.ocai Stite F;ade;'al Nd.;pgpfit
govengenfgsr districts ggvezyugents: ) ag’encigs agencies organizdtions Total

New prograns - 110 (b) mo®) 79 118) 1 (1) - 191 (15) - 395 (8)
CExpansion  © 1,326 (43) 66 (18) 75 (1) 30 (29) - B/ (31) 1,881 (36)
Special projects 1,195 (39) 170 (45) 227 (52) 61 (60) - " 539 (43) 2,12 (42) -

‘maintenance 234 (8) 28 (7) 8 (2) 3 (3) - .- (6) # (7

© Total job ) d : , . - . oo

creation 2,865 (93)- 278 (74) 389 (89) 95 (93) - 1,188 (%) 4,815 (%) ——
Transfers 19 (1) 7 (2) 2 '(*)’ 1 (1) - ) - ‘29 (1)
Rehires - . -— , 2 (®) - - 1 (%) 3 (¥) _
Potential hires- 2 (5) 79 (21). 43 _(10) 6 (6) -— 52 (4) 322 ,(62"
Contract ‘ ‘ - - ,

“reduction 3% (1) 13 (3) - - - - w7 (1)
Other S10 (%) ~— - - - - 10 (%)
Total . . ) P .

- displacement 205 (7) 99 (26) 7 (1) o7 () - 53 (4) 411 (8)
Total pusitions 3,670 377 k3% 102 0 1,241 5,226

Source: Fleld research data. o 7 T

Note: Figures in parentheses are percentages. ) .

*1ess- thg.n—o.sl percent. - . ] 5

62 ' 83




Among the types of job creation, special projects (as defined for
tl;is-atudy) and program expension account for most (80 percent) of the
impact of title —VI projects; Despite-the fact that all title VI project
positions are required to be used for what the law defines as a project,

preeisely f.‘o,r~this study as a "special pro,]ect" and the expansion of
-existing aeti‘.vitieg. h _ |
: “-ﬂ-xg'g'r eage of comparison, table 3-5 six’ows the -distr'ibution of total
poaitiéns for title IT and VI s{zstainmeﬁt and title VI project PSE, and
thé:combjned distrib:ution fg‘r both'—titles' for the sample as a wh‘ole*; , (5us-
taimment employment accounts for 74 percent of all of the positions in
table 3-5,"a1th6ﬁgh this -distribution can be exp'ectedl {0 chang‘é in the
second round when employment in titlev Vi ﬁrojects' -should be lii'gher,.':)' ’

The major -difference between -sustainment and project PSE is in the -
special projects and pi'ogramamaintenance categories, TFor the project
portigz; of title VI, 46 percent of the positions clagsified as job creation :
are in special projects; however, only 2 ;;grcenf of the title II and Vi o 7

’—sus'tainment positions are classified in- —th'i'fsf éa.t_egory—. Half -of " the
ti’ltle II and VI sustainment job creation positions are«clas’siﬁed— as

7 program maintenance compared to 7 percent ofA ﬂ,l? title VI project positions,
These. differences undoubtedly reflect the stronger project orientaticn and

the higher level of involveﬁent -of nonprofit agencies under the stimulus

portion of the title VI program.
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Table 3-5. PSE Positions Classified by Type of Job Creation or

.Displacement, All Titles.
[

Title = Title IT & VI T SRR
VI project ~ sustainment = - Total for
4 total total - all titles

Newprograms 395 (8) 1,339 (9) 1,73 (9)
Expaision. 1,881 (36) bu35 (29) 6,316 (31)
" Special projects 2,12 (k42) l o7 (2) 2,439 (12)'

Program 7
. meintenance ¥ (1) - 5,%2T (39) 6,27k (31)

Total Job . ’
. .creation 14,815 (%) 11,948 (79) 16,763 (82) .
‘Transfers . 29 (1) - 1,38 (9) 1,%7 (7)
Rehires - 3. (%) 23 (%) . 26 (%)

,:Potenjgialihiresf P2 (6) . 1,23 (8) . 1,556 (8)

cwtmct . 7 l - A 7 D ,,~'-
reduction 47 (1) no (1) 17T (1) - . f
Other . 10 (*) 45 (3) b5 (2)

| Total dis- )
placement

=y (8) 3,60 (21) 3,57 (18)

+ Total positions 5,266 (26)  15,108-(74) = 20,33 (100)
. — 1',_ —g—— S e e , — — B
- Source: Field research data. ) o

°
Note: Figures in parentheses are percentages..

~#Less. than 0.5 percent.

E——
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CORREIATES OF DISPLACEMENT

i : .
In this prelimin%ryf report, several va'riables— are discu's‘sed as R
) correiates oi: displaceiment. The first section--on fiscal pressure--
1s —especiai]y importarit for the analysis -in this ch’apter'.
Degree of Eiscal Pregsure - |

t

Table 3-6 indicates the extent of job creation and displacememt by

-

the :degree of fiscal p;essure of the ‘sample qurisdictions , as rated hy
*the. —associ.’ates.;16 Forf this part of “the analysis sirteenssubgovernments,
belo' the level of thes sample jurisdictions were included since 1nformation
was avaiiable on the degree -of fiscal pressure , Job creation, and displace-
* ment or these jurisdistions. Only positions retained by the sample -
;government or subgovernment for employment within those :govemnents, are -
ineluded 1n this section. '
. For sustainment PSE disnlacemenWs found to be highest in those
/
Jurisdictions with 1itt1e or no fiscal pressure (3 percent) and lowest for
those with extreme fiscal pressure (15 percent): In governmeénts with

modera"te-' fiscal pressure , .27 percent of the PSE positions were classified

as displaf'ement

* 'Ihe most important ;point in regard to. this section cf the analysis

~has: to-do with the job: creation category of program -maihtenance, i.e., cases
where PSE - employees were: used to- avoid service reductions that 4n the assess-
unt of the. associate would- otherwise have been made, For sustainment PSE,

a8 the degree of fiscal pressure increases the -category of program mintenance
' :gr6!g§ from -Zero. in Jurisdictions with no fiscal pressure to- 65 percent in Juris-v‘
—dicti'ons facing—,exftrexvne fiscal pressure. This is: accompanied,—by a —dec],ine.in, the

<o 8 o
~ -+
t

/16 Soe the: analysis form, appendix ‘B, page 206, for information on-
~ how thc nmle goverments were classified: by fiscal conditim.
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mu 3—6 ‘PSE Positions CIaasiﬁed 48 J’ob Creation and Displacement ,by Degree of Fiscal Pressure s
&uple -Covernments and Selected Subgovemments

7 Degree ot‘ fiscal pressure
' '\Relatively . 4

i ‘None, ‘ little  Moderate  Extreme’ Total
w&ai_ ) . :
qu creation : 182 (66) 974 (66) 4,255 (73) 1;,952——(35),-" 9,473 (75)
*r EXPanSion X 178’(‘65): 753 (51) '1,91}6 (33) 61;.3(1’3)' 3”539 (28)
) Popmmmintennce 0., . 1 (B)  L,U66(25)  3,001(65) . k681 (%)
© Displacement - @ (W) 8(3) L) Tio(15) 2,22 (24):
: "I'Qfal positions: 274 - 1;,&82 5, 86'?— : 1{,’?772* ) 12,395 T
0 Ereafidn 212 (By -697-(:90) 1,646 (98B) - 531 (31) 3,086(-93)

. Expansion 47 (22) 487 (63) 637(38) . 199(30) 1,370 {41}
¢ Program-maintenance 0 7 (1)~ T “(4) 178-(27) 259" (8):
. Displacement 4. (2) 75 (10) 2 (2) 122 (19) 233 (7)-
? - Total positions 216 . 72 1,678 653 - s L
AlL titles T : S : MRS
~ Job. creatian 39 (80). 1,671 (74)" ;5,—991[ (18) 1;,5935(735); 12,559 (80)-.

Expensién - 5 (8) LAo(E) . 28303 Sk(s) k8w (1)
,7 ‘Program maintenance - o-; . 121 (5) i—f 1, Sho (20); 3;é7¢ (60) )*’9!‘_0 ;(731);;
. Dieplacenent % (20 563 (26) 1,648 (22) . 83 (15) 3,155 «(20)
. Total positions b0 2,25 T, 5,425 1'5,7(\ 5
lgourceiz Fiela i'ese;rchéfdauz. ) \/
"°*" Figures in parentheses are perceritagess - 'ég B ]
;. ,
A .
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share of" positions classified-as -expansion of existing programs, from
65 percent for thosé jurisdictions with no fiécal pressure to l3 percent

for those with extreme fiscal pressure, The saxpe relationship between

-

program ,nx’aintenahce and fiscal pressure occurs in project PSE but to a

lesser extent. It should e noted that decisims a‘bout the staffing/

levels of the recipient governments in mid-1977 weré made in almost all
‘cages (depending on, the budget year used) at -or near the tro%:ivgh of the
1975-76 recession. Sustaimnent positions categorized as program mainten-

ance in Jurisdictions undor ex:treme fiscal pressure’ are heav:.ly concentrated

in distressed large cities of the b, 681 positions classified as program
mintenance 85 percent are in four large distressed cities. Taken
—..ogether Jurisdictions classified-as facing extreme or mederate fiscal

pressure accmmt for 96 percent of the positions in: the program

-

'

maintenance category.’ .
"A number - -of - associates stressed the fiscal nroblems of their ,jurisdic-
tions ia descri ibing the ¢program maintenance effects of PSE.. For one
distressed city, the agsoclate said, "These Jobs- would not have ‘been: filled
' had it not been for CETA. s o o Federal funds have in essefce:-enabled the.
“¢ity to maintain- essential city services through a period of depression.
- ~In a similar cage, the. associate concluded that PSE enabled the city to o
"maintain services at a higher lével than’ 1t would have in its abasence and A
to insure the survival of some agencies that' might ‘have been ’dropped alto-
gether‘. "’ Another asSociate noted that "the PSE program 1s- viewed by the city
govemment as a device for mintaining services; the avallability of PSE

mnds is important for- mininﬂ.zing an otherwise significant reduction in

- - = - - .
. - . N .
. - - P . . % ,
-z N . [ R 7 L . -

r

-1
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" public services, 1
economy;, the associate reported that "’lajo'ffs would have been unavoidable
" For

For a similarly hard-pressed city with a declining

i
v

.
i
/
/
i

were it not for the periodic infusions of féderal manpower funds.
4’ N

H
¢

one of the distressed rural jurisdictions in the sample, the associate
reported that "CETA funds were used to provide manpower to maintain several

i
o
o
i

. in';fortant county functions."
A critical question for the second round of the field research is

Ve

‘whether with, improved economic conditions these program maintenance positions

will be classified by the associates as absorbed ., 17 To the extent thJ.s oceurs,
the displacement rate will rise for the second round, unless of course these

effects are swamped by others--for example, the- increase in project positions
. ’ 1€ . 14 .7 -

‘(Nonproi%organizations as indicated

4

sponsored— by nonprofit organizations.
earlier, were found in the first round to have- relative¥r little displacement.)

Qbjectives of the Program
Table 3-7 presents overall displacement rates by title for the

2

sa.mple governments according to the a§soc1ates' reports as to wbat

*
local officials perceived to be the principal objective(s) of the
provision of regular ,

PSE pm'ogram. These were coded ag follows:
government services ’ transition to msubsidived -employment, selection

the most qualified workers, and emphasis, on hiring the economically
, asing T

O
R

1

disadvantaged. Among the other responses received were-
8kill levels, staying within the DOL guidelinzs, and sel: .ir new

‘See the discussion of absorption in the beginning of this

H ’ : ’ 17.
chapter, By 29-30.

ERIC.

WText Provided




%i{pte: _—Ff'gures in parentheéies are percentages, °

s ' | ' /
Table 3-7, PSE Positioxlls Classified as Job Creation and Displacement by'lgc,ajfl. Objectives of the PSE'
Program; Sample Governments Only - 7 / g
. . i . //
. " . Job / " Number of
Objectives i -creation Displacement Total - Jurisdictions
: . X | S /o -
i 415 TT an 1 7
—Title IT and . _ ’ /
| | | r
- Transition ! 1,149 (61) 1/ 727 (39) 1,876 10
~Emphasis on the o /. .
. “economically disadvantaged 1,516 (70) 652  (30) 2,168 10 -
" Hiring the most * / .
: qualified employees | 81 (70) |- 79 (30) 260 L
‘Régular government _ - | / | ‘ ]
services - f 2,678 (69) |. 1,205 (%) . 3,883 15
Other : 6,548 (76) | 2,05 (24) 8,584 - 20 -
Trensition | 2ko (63) 139 {(371) - 379 9
Emphasis -on the o | , ,
- economically ,di_.zf./dvéntaged— 1,032 (89) 89 (11) ¢ 1,159 11
' Regular goveimmerit {i \ .
- services ; ko6 (77) 122 (23) 528 8 .
Other , o () | mo o) 1,266 ~16
: { ‘
- — ; ' 7\
“Source: Fjield research data. \ .
' | L v\ /




empZoyees, One jurisdiction was said to stress "make work" as a maj'or

PSE objective,
The analysis form in this case allowed- for miltiple responses.,
Consequently a single jurisdiction can be included under more than one

categoi'y.l8

3

18. The objectives mere zZzo coded separately for title IT and
title VI sustainment, Theressze, a further multiple response occurs i
if the Jurisdiction indicated Z:iferent cbjectives: for these two titles,

. &

-
%




ihe differencés betwean the results for sustainment and for project PSE -
are,"particulariy interesting. The objective most often mentioned for
the sustaimnent prof am was the provision of Egular government services;
this was followed by trensition and hiring the economically disadvantaged.
For project FSE, hiring the economically disadvantaged received the highest
number of responses, followed by transition. ;;Provision -of r’egu:laf govern-
ment services was mentioned for only ,eig'ht —go"'vermnents for project PSE.

'I‘he highest level of displacement for both sustain;nent and project
PSE jas* found for';jurisd.ictions that en;iieéized 'tra.nsition. The J.onest‘
.displacenent rate was re.corded for those thatemphasized hiring the

economically disadvantaged;, especially for title VI projects.

These results reflect iwo facets of the PSE program. ‘The first is
tlhht iocal rgovernments generally take a-different vie;r—of the project
portich -of PSE than the'r do of the sustainment component Projects -are
. -more conmonly viewed as providing employment for the economically
':—disadv’antaged while sustainment PSE tends t0 be regta,rded'.,as—:bt;sicai!.;l:,r
for the’ provision of governmental -services, a

.ﬂ. second important point shown in table 3-7--and discussed - “

at the February 1 research conference--relates to the c,ompeti—tioh between

the objectives -of transition and job cneation. To many local jurisdictions

—t'rans'itior.: to- unsu’osidized employment:means transfer to the jurisdictiog's—

regumr!oﬂc force; PSE funds are used either to train participants for

’

-eventual vecancies- and ‘new positions or as a device for- creating a pool nt
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-gereened applicants from which new employees can be selected. In both
cases such positions are quite likely to be classified as ”éisplacement;
thus undermining the job creation aim or PSE.

Functicnal Activities
-Date on the ftmctibnél areas of the activities of PSE participants

64.

" were collected by the field assoclates both. by tit;.e and, where possible,
according to the classificatlon of positions as JOb creation anu d1sp1ace-
ment. (A detailed discussion of the -functional actlvities of PSE participants
is presentecf in chapter 5.) The activities éata were combined into four- »
main categories: primary services (which includes administration,
protectiv‘e, services, public works, and utilities and sanitation);

‘gocial and cultural s?i'vi.cés (which includes -social sérvices, health, -
culture and the arts); ‘parks—rarid zécreation; and education. It was
hypothesized that displaéement would be more’ pzlevalé;lt in the primary .
services and that job creati;m would be more iéoncentra%egl' in social and
cultural services and parke and recreation. The hypothesis Ahélds up for
title II —é.nd VI sustainment; the displacemen’ rate 4in primry services
was: 17 percent compared to 7 pér’cent for social and cultural vser.'ices’; and
13 percent for parks and i;écreation in tne sample _goﬁernméﬁts—. For

all of the sustainment positions, 18 perce:it -of those in pri‘mry—rservices ,
1 percent in social and cultural services , and 15 percent. in parks 7ef.n,d
recreation were judged to repreéeqt aisplacement. For project em’pl,by- ’
ment {fhe ixypothesis breaks down and displacement is-higher in social

and cultural services a;nd parké and recreation thanin primary services.
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mmﬂeﬁ.aﬁ_uua;ﬂi_cimt_
Information on characteristics was collected to the extent possible

for participants fig.;igg ,positions— cf!.assified, as job creation and

- displacement. In many cases, pdrt of a group of participents was

classified as displacemént and it -was not possible to assign the
characteristics of specific participants to jol‘) creatioxi or d:lsplact-‘ment

categories, Thus the data in table: 3-8 represent a smaller number of

- particg:g.nts (8,295) than the functional -area data,

g

The :distri‘pution of the:—chgracteristics of participants classified

k]

as. disﬁlaceﬁht is——especialiy interesting.: It is ‘i;ld,ely ass’}xmedéegnd—

“this was the working 'hypott{esis--ftbat,, to the extent displacement -occurred,

1t would result in "creaming” the participant pool, that is, selecting

" -.and displacement, although there are somewhat smaller’ proportions of

iieéplé more like the regular work force of local governments. - This does -

‘not appear to-be the case, For sustainment PSE,. there is not much

-

difference between the characteristics of those classified as: Job creation

-~

 minorities and younger persons in disp'acement positions. The displace-

ment :cate.go'ry has slightly —higherf proportions of AFDC recipients,
econcmically disadvantaged perscns ,. and-:members- of househo_.ds below the

“For title Vi pro’Jects '—aga’in'— the' :surpzris:lng— fact 1s- not the'—de-

;zree of difference but the degree- of similarity ’betveen participants in

d:lsplacemnt and Job creation positions. The percentage of characteris-

,tics are almost exactly the same for mles, minorities, and- persons of 1eas

-




fable 3-8. Charscteristics of PSE Participants in Job Creation and

Displacement Positions, by Title (in Percéntages )

Sample governments only

All employing

_organizations
Job Displace- Job Dispiaze-
Creation ment Creation ment
le and
‘Male ” 62 63 . . 60 62
Minority 6 59. 7h 56
Under 22 years of age a7 14 16 b -
~ ‘Less than 12-years . ; o
-of education 18 16 18 15
. Unemployed more than ) -
* 15 weeks: 51 5T 48 5T
Unemployed 15 days but , -

‘l,esé— than 15 weeks. L 33 L2 34
AFDC . 7 11 8 11
Below 70 percent cf

- lower living standerd 24 35 28 ¥
Eeonomically disadvantaged 45 53 45 53
Number of perticipants 4,497 €38 5,729 900
puty — — "4 - 4;.. 7,

-
- i ° \" '.',




Sk
Table 3-8 (continued)
)
All employing
Sample governments only - organizations _
.Job = Displace- - Job Displace-
creation ment creation’ ment
[itle VI _project )
Male 75 69 72 66 .
Minority . ®B 80 69 - n |
Under 22 years of age 23 - 1 . 22 13
Iess than 12 years 4
of education- -3 28 28 22
Unemployed more )
than 15 weeks R - 91 82
~ AFDC ' - . | 1 - 16 16
Economically disadvantaged 92 9 ' 90 87
- Number of participants 1,96 - 133 2,566 313
; - .
'Sourée' Field research data. o -

1& .In some cases the percentage of participants poseessing a given
] : acteristic is calculated on a smell number of’ participants -due to
. missing data on that item,

7
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then a twelfth grade education. There is a slightly smaller proportion

- of AFDC fa}ni_l& members in displacement positions, although the relation-
19

ship is the reverse for ecanomically disadvantaged participants.
‘The essential point is that the widely held view that the FSE
program.is used to hire workers who rould otherwise be hired as
regular eoployees-white , middle-class persons--finds little support in
data obtai.ﬁed so far. Persons in displacement positions /’tend to be
veryr similar:to those in job creation positions and to ref.‘lect the
social targeting objectives of the law, )
7 Related to the above expectation that persans with characteristics
i similar to the regular work force would be found in displacement pw1tlios
 is the simiiar ,proposition that, higher skilled persons would be found
more extensively in displacement positims';z? We found little eiri'dence
of a tendency for displacement to be concentrated in more highly skilled
positions, -In factA, as shown in. table 3-9, tI;e opposite is true for
professional —a’nd—‘technical workers in sustainment ,positions retained ‘6y
the éamplé éOVEMIﬁéﬁt'S; It was noted above that, to the extent displacement
-oceurs, the impact of PSE might be: similar to revenue sharing for

: B gfﬁ,rmti—ve action, However if disp).acement is concentrated in 1ower-1eve1

’

L]

: .19, This is a common- pattern in other parts of the analvsis i €.,
: the higher the 1ncidence -of .disadvantage, the 1ower the number of AFDC
famﬂy -members, -

. 20, The law- allows for the supplementation of PSE salaries above
$10 000 (see chapter 5).. ) ,

IText Providad by ERIC.




‘Table 3-9, Percentage Breakdown of Job Creation.and Displacement .

Positions, Title II and VI Sustainment, by Occup'ation, Sample
Govérnments Only

‘Occupation = Job-creation ’ ‘Displacement

_ Menagerial 2 - 1
Professional ' 20 ' ‘
Techieal - . 8
clgi':l‘qa;i 18 - 23

Craft g 3 2 .

-Operative . 8 . s
Laborer ‘ 28 “ 20
Service W 3
"' Total - 101 ’ - 100

_ Nmber of positions k757 1139 N
. ‘Source: Fleld research data.
a ’ 3 ’
- . ‘ —
Z - R <
24, ~ 71 h :
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occupe.tions, the effect -on the composition of local government employment

would be reduced; these are positions into which individuals with

characteristics similar to those of PSE perticipants mighttgave been hired
Car )

oy
L}

LS
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concwbmc COMMENTS

The level of d1sp1acement found in th:Ls -study, using. the analytical
framework described at the begmning of the*‘chapter was lower than
expected, based on previous studies, OQOne possible reason for the /s

difference between the results presented here and those of earlier studies

. \ - -is that with the exception of” the most recent effort by.George Johnson

and James Tomola y those studies were done for the PEP program, It has
a
been suggested by Michael Wiseman that, given the economic conditions

umder which CETA-PSE was implemented' ‘and with the dhereased attention

\
peid to the maintenance-of-effort prova.sions the extent of displacement

* under CETA-PSE would be lower than displacenent wnder PEP.”) In sadition,

the 1976 ameﬁ'dments introduced the "pro,)ect" concept and tlghtened
eligibility requirements. )

‘Further differences between: the results fotmd here and those of other

‘gtudies-~that is, differences in addition to:those that may be -caused by

\
‘Programmatic and administrative changesg-relqte— to—the definitions used,

n\; particuiar that of program ?mintenance Associates -defermined that
31 percent of the posit:.ons studied (85 percent of which were in four
distressed large cities) would not have been fillnd in the absence of

PSE fundi Lo As noted in the discussion of this employment effects

'category, we will be :f.nterestedi in whether some of these positions: are

] T ’
- -

R — ———n . J

——— - . 1

21, M!:chael Wiseman, "Public Employment -as Fiscal Policy," Brookinus

i

Papers: on: Economic Activ;’:.ty, No. 1 (1976), P 9L, . T d T
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Fom - . .
classified as absorption and displacement. in the second round of the field
~

research, Such a reclassification would occur in cases in which associates
determined that by December. 1977\1'413 fiscal position of the jurisdiction /
had improved-togthe point where the. pogitions involved yould have been //
funded in the absence of PSE. _Increases in displaceme.nt‘could be . /
-offset by other Tfactors , such as the increasing role oi‘*nonproi‘it’- /
organizations under PSE, -In any event , the program maintenance category

of job creation is potentially more fluid than the others used in the

» analysis, This suggests that, in comparisons ‘of various research findings,

on PSE employment, 'a— three-part framework should- be used for the findings

in this study: new sérvices and activities (51 _percenit); program
maintenance (31 percent), and job-displacement (18 percent). -
% - ’ '» } - ’ -
> - There are othzr ways. 5n which the use of a methodology ;different SR ‘r/'
i—‘rom that ‘adopted for this stud,v would produce different results. A
' _l. Studies. using aggregate data generally are unable to =
. R 'account for positions. that are subcontracted to federal -
’ f - Ed - -
'agencies and- nonprofit organizations and are used for - ) .
) Job creation purposes.a:2 The funding for these- positions 7
\ - .
e . ‘tends to appear in tne oudgets of -the jurisdictions ) .
) receiving the PSE allocations involved but t.he posi- ' )
° . : - . tlons themselves are not reflected: in their employment
"le'vel—. Based on the i‘—indings of the first round of ° RS
‘ ;mtbﬁigg,adjusgmgnts— to other studies to —take this
* \ ’ s
: : 22, The 197!& Johnson and. Tomola pfzr/ on ‘Ehe PEP progran -cited earlier
s ‘excluded education from- goverriment-emplo ymgn,t and then made an adjustment of
: PSE data to reflect, subcontractihg toischool districts o
- - " A M - 4 El ‘
. , Py L O - L / " e ) ) 4 .
—«‘ - *
S R ' :
U _ = .
’ hd _f %f F . -
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| ) /
factor into account could reduce the displacement rate
obgserved by as- much as 10 percent
’ / 4 2, Chapter b indicates that ‘for 211 the jurisdictions under
‘8tudy 11 percent of the monthly funding was mobligated
at the time of the fleld oﬁs’é“vations This could be
) Included in aggregate data as additional ftmding tc local
- . - \_,/’/
7 o 3 governments that- was not spent for employment and therefore
T could be interpreted ‘as displacement, : )
' While 1t 1is not poasible in this first report to compare the findings g
w; = -froi the various studies on a specific basis it 1s clear that the
‘ decisions made in developing different methodologies -can considerably
7 . alter the results -obgerved, '\\ 7
_* i )
.
_ ~ 5 ’ 8 2: ; ﬁi
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_ . Chapter 4 ) -

FISCAL EFFECTS

. i

T This chapter introduces another dimension of the impact of the PSE.
program--its effects on: the ‘finances of the recipient governments. As
~ in the case of the analysis of employment effects, a framework was
= devel_oped with the cooperation of the associates and incorporated in the
2 analysis form for ‘the first round of field observations. ’ ‘
The fiscal. analysis in this-chapter is an adJunct to the employment -
effects‘ analyeis. It considers-the fiscal —effects— of the federal-PSE :
dollars.associated with the positiors classified as job creation and
s n diSplacement'. “ ‘Where 'displac'ement' Occurred, -agsociates were asked to assess'
“ha -eubstitution impact in- terms of the equivalent state.and local resources- re- :

leased for other purposes No atte-npt was -made to analyze the program's fiscal

impact in relation to funds used by recipient govemments to supplement ‘

thae salaries of PSE participants or to purzhese: materia.ls and supplies for P

/

PSE proJec’ts. (Federal PSE funds cannot be used to pay salaries above -
AN 310,00() per annum. )
- In the same vein, this -analysis of fiscai effects does not take into

-account differences in productivity betwenn PQE activities -and- regular .

: <, }

i \ ’ 7 —government program If PSE employees are less productive than the persons
S who--o'therwise- would have been 7hireu inricaseek;hegre displacement occurs,
7‘ : this would free less money in the budget of the recipient go;ernment .
g thm is assumed in this: analysis. on th,e other hand, if PSE workers-

o rocoive a lower wage (preeumbly still the "prevail ing" *ate , but for a 7? (

-

;lower sxill ,le,vel. 'Qlagsification*);—and— yet -are more, or ,justca)s, -productive -
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as hig’he:r-paid regular employees, the opuosite; effect would occur; PSE
fiscal relief wo'_ld be greater -from the poin* of v:ew of the local budget‘
than the federal dollars contributrd This may, in fact ‘be the case.
When agsociates were asked for their overall Judgment of the productivity
of PSE workers compared to regular emnloyees, !the results on the whole.
were positive Although associates tended to resist ma.king summary

37 ements on productinty, most reported that PSE particlpants were

-engaged in the sexme activities as regular wor kers Six associates
/ qualified their response$ by saying that PSE partic'fpants tended ‘to be in

‘ lower prfority Jobs. Ia four cases . associates Judged PSE partlcipants

' 10 be more productive than regular workers, an(. in: three cases‘ /ticipants "
. were said to be more prodyctive in title II and VI positions but. not in

. title VI projects. It is posslble that this situation.will change as the

proJect portion of the PSE. program expands., -
e,

DEFINITIONS

- In cases where the employment. effect identified is jo‘o creation, the
fiscal effect is: additional expenditures- for employnient -or adm:h:f'strative,
. purposes related do the Jobs created under PSE, Only the direct effect on:
govgmments is considered We do not, consider private se:tor andlsecond-
order consequences that is, indirer-t spending stimxlated by PSE olr the

‘induced effects of PSE spending, The emphasis here as throughout'this
fstudy, ‘18 on ‘the near term, The relstive multipl? xr impact of PSEi 4s: not

) examined a1though -some- exploratory work is underway to consid’er this
subject. in field studles, s : i\
‘ For the f‘scal effects analysis in this study, the most import‘ant cages
L involve displacement Here, the: key - concept is substitution. If a* Jurisdic~ '
_ tion uses. PSE funds to- displace someone who o herwise would have been employed. by

*
that govemment this subptitutes federal money for local resources mhich can-

PRI A I e SN 1 e S 0
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/
and la{rge cities in particular--are dispiopartionately represe}xted in the sa;nplee

‘

then be used for other purposes. " Such substitution effects can oceur in,

one of three ways. First, taxes can be cut or stabilized. Both kinds of

tax effects, in essence, trans;er the direct. PSE stimulus from the public

sector to the private sector. ) c

The second kind of substitution effect is to main‘bain a h:Lgher level
of fund balances than o-therw:.s'a would have been the case. Increased fund ~
balances raise a ‘special problem since ‘1t ig less clear than in the case
of tax substitution that 2 private sector, st:.mulus would resulti. " As there
1s likewise no stimulus impact in the ’public sector, to the extent that
ﬁmd baiances accumulate, the economic stimulus effect of PSE is delayed

or 'dissipated.

Asgociates classified the fiscal effect of PSE as increased fund

' balances only where their examination indicated that this was regarded to

be ‘the long-term effect of some portion of the PSE funds- received by a

-gample governmen* Where increased/f‘@d balances were regarded to be a

“ e

temporary effect, associates were asked to report on what they regarded as -
the mogt likely eventual outcome of displacement This is an important
point since na;t-ionall zincome -accounts data for 1977 indic¢ate a large buildup-

of state and —;I_.oc;ggl surpluses, Such a buildup-of surpluses as a consequence

‘of PSE was not reported in this study, Another possible reason for t. e
/ . ’ ’

difference /‘(Setween the fiscal effects data on substitution reported here

s
s

and —t?ge',national income accounts data is the ‘fact thet municipel governments-~

» - -




6l

<«

l‘he third Xind of snbstitution effect involve,e_ cases in which the
.obgerved employment impact is @icvlacement yet the recipient government
usesg the, freed resources to expand othez; pfoémms. The key po;nt here
is that displacement can occur in a way that has a direct (or nearly so) B

8timilus effect in the public sector, either for capital or operating -

¥

, purposes . -

~- To recap:.tulate th° fiscal effects of PSE. job dlsplacement on the
: i
- recipient govermnents are subdivided as follows for purposes of this

L4
stu@ - i .

« Tax Effects
T f
1. - Tax reduction: -Cases in which ft’;nds"ijeleasfed ag a result of PSE

Job displacement are used to- reduce tax rates at the local level,
<2, Tax gtgbilization: Cases in which funds released through displace-
" ment are used to avoid a tax increase 'or to reduce the smount of a
tax increase,
aged Fund ] anceg - .. .

Cases in vrhich funds released’ through displacement requ t.in

inc reased ﬁmd balances

penditure Effects . T - .

7

1. Qperating: Cases in which funds released through displacement are
used- elgewhere in the government to increase employment or for
{ -other operating 'p’ur:poses.

<

fi
2 Capital: Cages: in which funds released throubh displacement -are - i
| "—used for cnoital projects or the purchase--of equipment, ‘In e8sence |
—wha,t was to be,—e,,eubeidy to labor becomes.e subsidy to capital.
, .

-

.86
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%

FUNDS RECEIVED BY THE SAMFLE UNITS

. The associates provided fiscal daté for the month of July baseé on

-the disposition of PSE funds as of the observation date for the positions

7 reporte’d' in chapter 3,

Nationally the allocation of PSE funds to local governments includes

_funds to meintain the existing level of employment in the program and to

“increase that level through March of 1978. The grant represents a stock

" of doliare available to the local government, but the operation of the

prograr is in the form of a flow ove,:t" two fiscal years. The rate-of that

flow-was increasing in mid-1977. Altogether the governments in this chapter

will receive slightly over $500 million in fiscal years 1977 and 1978, As

shown in iable 4-1, they planned to spend approximately $21 miilion in

July 1977. Of this sum three-quarters represents title II and title Vi~

sustainment funding and the remainder title VI project. funding,

<

Table 4-1. PSE Funding Allocations to the Sample Units fo?July 1977 and

Planted Spending for Wages and Administration

ibntﬁiy

_ Plarned spend:.ng fors:

,Eﬁ;ié IT and VI ’ o S
- sustainment $15,420,100- $1%,302,300.  $1,117,800

"Titlé' Vva;ic;Jeqt' 5,663,400 - k,8605400- - 803,000
Total | $21,083,500 . $19,162,600  $1,920,500

—

I

Ed

T s

Source: Field research data.

87
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91 percent for wages and 9 percent for administration. Administration .

) purposeg .
'$2 million had: —bot been allocated as of the mid-month o‘pServation, date;

positions, which generally take longer to-organize than title II and

positions in the six cities where a;samél’ing, procedure was used in the .
20,334 positions considered in the employment, effects analysis in chapter 3. -

Data and analysis ,'1nrthfe remainder of —thig——chapter -are —ba,se,d—. on this

. number. = . .

of th> sample units. More than four-fifths of the funds included in this

-analysis were assigned to direct atimﬂ.us effects through Ancreased

- and.sgetcles recelving funds for-PSE positions:

Of the monthly total of $21 million, sample units planned to use

does not incilo&e PSE employees assigned to ad;ﬁinistrative duties for:PSE.
The proportion of PSE ftﬁ;ds accounted foi' 'by admihistratio%wa{s fairly -~
conatant across jurisdigjignjfypes and therefozle may be generalized to

fhe program as a whole. Under the regulations goverging, the progr”am, a

local. government may use up to 15 me'cent of its’g"rant for administrative -
_of the funds planned for use in July ($21 million), approximately .

most of these funds ($1,515,000) v’rere assigned to title VI project

title VI sustaimment positions. Another $1,854,000, not included in

the analysis that follows, represents PSE funding for the nonsampled

first round of the field research. ‘This leaves $16,671,000 for the

b

- SUMMARY FISCAL EFFEGTS DATA
Table 4-2 summarizes the fiscal effects datz for both titles. for -all

-

ouployment -on the part of local govemments and other sponsoring organizations.

>~ ‘

Amng,.qubotitgticn;erfecigs , tax stabilization ,m-‘f;u' and away’ the jl; ! i
importent fiscal effect of displacement on the finances of the goveﬂm’ nunents e

s 88




Table 4-2. Fiscal Effects Data for the Sample Units

Effect e . -Amount Percent

Direct PSE stimulus

Job ereation $12,166,300 . 73.0

Administration - 1,920,900 11.5

Substitution 2,583,700 15,6

Tax reduction - - 209,300 . 1.3

Tax stabilization 1,730,900 . 10.4

Increased fund balances . 69,400 A

- Operating expenditures 65,000 4
Capital expenditures 29,000 2

Unallocated (displacement) - 480,100 2.9

© 7 ‘Total -$16,671,000 100.1

‘ Source: Field research datas’

’ ANALYSTS OF TYPES OF SUBSTITUTION EFFECTS,

» Tax Stabilization
7 Altogether, fourtéen sampie units were fcund o have used PSE funds
té—stabilize. taxes. Ten.of the fourteenare ci’ties; and all but two of these
have populations: over 100,000; ﬁstmssemieé stand out, in
terms of both the number ‘of jurisdictions involved and the1r rate of tax .
stabilization, Eight of the Jurisdictiqns with tax stabilization effects

were judged ’to— have used all of the funds relesged cs a result of PSE job

e -

In their -analyses, associates for- the 3urisdictions in this gmup

=

-emphasized the policies of local ofricials. For a distressed city in. the

-

East for example , the associate ;vrote "The city is under intense pressure

-
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.

‘not to raise its already very high tax rate Cutting the budget to the

fullest extent possible is an overriding policy. The associate concluded

a8 a result that 1t i3 "reasonable in:this setting to cl assify PSE displ «ce~

ment -as aiding the city in achieving its tax stabilization goals,"” The

associate for another distressed city, in this case with an especially high
displacenent rate, stressed the pressures on the city to provide services and
the tempbation that the PSE program represented in this: context. This city

"ig: like a ret.r.red lady who sees her pension reduced and her surroundings

gmw:lng shabby but manages frugally; Someone gives her $10,000 and tells

her she must spend'it on luxuries, She tries to acconinodate‘but‘can't resist
— - !

tinding ways of banking scme of 1t."
_ For an economica.llyamuch stronger city in the Southwest, the associate

—noted that tax stabilization was -a very important 1:~olic:y objective of. the city.
. "Given the"salience of that objective, it is not surprising that local

' .policymakers met the challenge of a recess: on-triggered revenue shortfall

in the' 19'75-76 budget by placing a freeze on hiring and then, in the words
_ of the mayor-at the time, "unfreezing —with CETA.'" In this case, the
city ‘budget for 1976-77 contained language whi.,h referred specifically to
the ‘use of" PSE positions to “free up- general funas " .

Another city in this group, also- relati@ely well-off, had a high-

diaplacener't rate (46 percent). The asso’ciate stressed the conserva-

tive attitude of its cfﬁcials— and concluded that without PSE the ~ '

* ¢ty would have had to increase the fees charged for city services and °

probably-also to raise its ‘general sales tax {rom 2 cents to 3 cents. '
- a “;‘ - - . . !

{
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Ig Reductjon

Three jurisdictions (t®o counties and a city) were classified by asso-~

ciates as having reduced taxez as a cgnsequ'ence‘of PSE. In only one case
was- this the sole substitution effect, a’case involving a suburban county
elassii‘ied 2s hav:.ng a 15 percent job displacement rate under PSE which
enabled the county to reduce its local properby tax in 1977. l,.Likense in
a distnessed city in which developmnt goals have received major emphasis

" - PSE was .described by the ass_pciate as enabling the city to reduce its property

* tax,” especially for business-:development purposes,

“« ~

Increased Fund Balances

- 7
Four- jurisaicztions were found to have- \ised' PSE money to increase-
local 'ftnxd balances, This group includes two counties and. two;cities.

In one of the cities- the associate basefd— his decisi}%n“.on an analysis of

city finances and the maintenance of a high le\}e_l ,oi‘:iracanci_es parallel to-
f1lled PSE positions- under the supervision of a "hiring freeze committee .’
Fcr the county government with the largest. proporticnate fiscal effect
in this category, the assoclate linked the analysis to the rate of public
‘works spending, indicating that PSE projects in this area-enabled the
county to—naintain a :higher fund balance than -otherwise would have been
the case. - T E |

£

Q_Enditure Ei‘i‘ects . ’
The ‘third set of substitut:.on effects in the framework for this analysis °

—

involves cases where displacement wasrrobservedr—as the direct effect of PSE,

=

=
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but. the recipient governments used the released funds for ‘other expenditure

purposes, either capital or operating. I}.dditional employment that
resulted from the expenditure of these iunds was not counted as job
creation in chapter 3. However, if these funds were treeted as direct Job-
creation expenditure rather than displacement, the findings in this chapter
‘would not change significantly . ) '
Three jurisdictions are included in this group, two counties and one city.
By far the most important -case is tha of a medium-sized suburban city
which was Judged ‘oy the associate to have used all of its released PSE .funds -
for-a new city,officerbuilding,complex. A bond issue for this pmoject ‘hed
- 'been turned dor'wn by the voters, ILocal officials {ndicated that the question— 7
then became how to finance this project without bond: support. According to -; .
the associate, "the solution‘was 10 shift ﬁmds -and: personnel fmm regular ‘
?{ ‘sources: into this pro,ject and rely on fede¢ral (CETA) funds and. personnel to
N support -traditionai —city— —programs. The J.ocal —chief —executive, was reported
- to "believe he has discretionary use of all federal funds., , . . 'Hen’jce,,* by

-

s

i 1. From a mdcroeconomic point of view there are basically three types .
- of fiscal effects: ‘direct expenditures, tax cuts (including tax stabilization),
-and increased fund balances. °If ‘the direct expenditures idertified in
this study -as fiscal effects of displacement are added to diréet job.
'creation expenditures, the distribution of fiscal effects is- as fo.lows,. )

Expenditures for job °creation and administration $14,181,300 65.1%

Tax cuta and- stabilization: ‘ 1,9h0 2000 113 6"
Increased: fund ‘balances - o ) 69,400 RS
- Unsllocated displacement e l080 1000 2.9
A « : $16, 671 000~ 100,07
. . / ’ ' .
. ‘The: difference bétween the displacement estyates and the substitution -

3

v - «
B - ¢ -

- oatimtes 1o 8 funetion of wage differenfia}s
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ahif—ting funds, he has managed to meet the goals vihicl;/ he and the cify ¥

council have determined to be in the best interest of the city." No g -

-other cases-were found ~v3here the associate was told by local officials

that they could and would regard PSE money on such a fungible basis,

Hjﬁ'l'h’i; is not to say that the sample, governments were rigorous about

respecting federal purposes and unwilling to bend th:; program to meet 7 .
e local objectives, Rather, the point is that this w;;s the .only case of an 7

overt end"determined effort to treatePSE funds on a revenue eharing basis - -

in —i—way that quite explicit'v challenges federal policy objgétims. -

- One of the main reasons g;hén for this low level of overt transfers

-

of PSE funds to achieve other public purposes has to do with the avgilability

- of federal grants generally. Associates pointed out that’access'.— to more ..
- . ’ " ' ,:' - - - -
flexible federal funds under other prograus, plus the lafge increase in
federal grants in 1977, reduced the pressure on local officials%_to shift -

. - . }
PSE.funds into other pockets, Additional reasons given for the lack of direct

',and -overk, budget maniptﬂ.ation -of ‘PSE funds relate to the PSE program itself

- -

- - T

for example, the expectation that 7spending under this program —would be reduced
in the recovery phase the new eligibility requirements , the policy- that
one-third of pro,jecu posi tions should be assigned to nonprofit orgamza-
" tioms, rand, the-durational limit on projects, = These explanations for the.

- fiscal behavior Aof local officials-are, 'of course,’ equally related to the

findings in' chapter 3 on the —rslativ'ely loy-—thgt is, lower.than expected—~

. - -

displacement rate under the PSE program in mid-July.




Chapter 5 - T
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/ g - ACTIVITIES AND cngRACTERISTIcs OF PSE_PARTICIPANTS

o~ ‘: o ’ ) ’ . 7 Ay .,
The purpose of this chapter”is to, examine the prograimmtic and social

effects of the PSE program. The “three main questions addressed are what

do participants dp, .who-are they, and’ what wages do the /receive° . !

/
One of the main purposes of PSE is to provide needed public services

at the community level.” To study these programatic effects of PSE, ‘the L

ana]ysis presented in® the first two sections of this chapter consn.ders the o

functionaLareas (health, protective services \-parks ‘and recreation) and.

% occupations of PSE participents. (clerical, 1aborer and- technical) We :

-

do nof in this chapter examine outputs although as noted: in. chapter L,

- -
-“...-_—

' .associates -indicated that PSE narticipants on thefwhole appeared to be *

" as productive -ag- other ‘workers;

L 2

P4 * a ’ N

The third section of"the chapter deals with the effects ‘of the social
targeting requirements of the PSE legislation. ‘me characteris*ics -of
—perticipants are examined in relation. td the eligibility requirements of

c . - .  -current law; data presented include demographic char’acteristics f(sex, race

age, level of fduthn), 1abo \force status and income categories.

I l',’~‘——‘




. ; ' ANALYSIS BY FUNCTION

- ’ . . -~

s
g »

. | Not onl§, does tlref PSEjlprogra;n help pa‘rtic'ipants by providing them - , .,;;
with e@loﬁnt , the participents "pay back" the community through the

. *provision of public ;erv'ices' Relatively little current information is #

avai/lra/bl?o{the types of services provided under the PSE program. The, .

lack’ of -such information can be attributed in part’ to, "the fact that “the

. legislauion and reaulations focus more on who is to be employed»than on
E E the services to be prov1ded The result is that recipient governments can /
e tailor their PSE programs to their particular needs in terms\cfthe func- ) Lo
- tional areas in which participants are employed and the type of work in -

. which they are engaged The amount of ,1atitude that reclpient governments

%,’ are afforded is very broad. . NP . ‘! |

e “The Department of_Labor (DOL) currently collects information on the
functional areas in which PSE participants -are employed for title VI o ,/

proJects (f’rior ‘to the adoption of the title VI pro.]ect authority, DOL A /. .

ata not co‘llect such information )A Since this part of the pre"ram is just / -
- * z

getting undelLvay, the field data collected \in this study' on the functional .

4 -

area assignments of PSE participants £or- both tit..es provide ‘an important source -
/

- >

¢ = //

-of current 1ir formtibon on this aspect of the program./, e /

L ]
) I‘n the analysis we examine nine functional areas,which are grouped -
: Anto; four/ ma, ci categories" The categories are- described below and - o

SPTI illustratedilntable 51, : 7 A , ;

[] L

' servioes' ‘These i‘our func¢tional areas-~protective

) vservices Pu lic works utilities and sanitation and general adn stmti’on-é— .

a® o '
3 -

generally par.‘allel- the Census Buréau definition of comnon. functions for
/ B




Social and cultural services: This category includes !

ftmctions that ‘may. or mey not be provided by cities and cot{nties.‘ They

- are considered to be variable functions in the analyses of local public

2 % ~ - 14

2 ‘ finances. Ce ; 4 .
- ST
SR -3; Parks and. recreation' This catégory combines both parls':i building ;

, * ] -y .

‘

R and maintenance functions als well as more socially oriénted recre,ational
N functions. : S o , \j’*"’; o | T
- _ ) p i ‘—Eggcd'_ti : Education is. classified separately in thlS ana1y31s
cause in most cases this function is provided by school districts s ,' 3 A )
’ : é:ny of which are independent . \‘ y N N ) T | .

[
R
. e,
~ "'-( .2
14 - L
. Z
_ - H
i ¢ ’
»
- I !
S I Er
f .
- i
- - -
| -
, Iy _ N i
- :
It — :
x
* A )
M o
v 4 - ]
ot
c . ten
- . e
) » Y ooe
‘ , &
/ N , . :
. ¢ Z
- . s
v < £
-
- .
+ ¥ t B
5 F
[ - *y - :
_ , s B
- N - W
- e r
A 7‘74
p
- . .
kS
L [y - - - M
- -6
- » . .
— _* -
- = - - +
- .
o= . I P




L™

-~

-

[N

3

Table '5-1. 'Flmc'biona];x{&i:éas Used for Analysis, with Examples

-

1 ..': -

-Functional area

I1lustrative subfunctions

Specifie ekamples

H

Primary services

~. Protective services

Public works
Q

Utilities and sanita.-
tion

General administration

 Fire protection

e Police protection-
e Prison security personnel

e Airport and haz;bgr main-

- tenance

e Building inspection and
repair

¢ Highway beautification

e Cleanup activities

e Operation of power ¢
plants ’

e Operation of sewage
systems.

e Activities involving
general administrative
functions such as gov-
ernmental finaneing,
planning, and personnel -~
administration

Ld

&cial and cultural services

Social services

Health

.- Bilingﬁal services

o Day care center

services
e Programs for the elderly

e Clinical staff !
e Hospital personnel

b P‘?l-wi.gg,cadets;and“ R

~“trainees (Detroit,Mich.)

e Prison security guards
(BOS Arkansas) .

e City street repair
(Tulsa, Okla.) A

e Housing improvement ac-
tivities (Jefferson
Parish, lLa.)

e Energy power plant

~operators (Rapid City,
S.- Da-k-) :

e Trash and debris:
cleanup (Houston,Tex.)

e City manager's office:
personnel and data
processing activities
(Rochester, N.Y.)

e Administrative assistance
to the county board of
commissioners (Alexander
County, I11.)

3
-

e ‘Social sezjvice‘ program
for ex-offenders
(Kansas City; Mo.)

e Planned parenthood _
counselors (Phoenix,Ari, )

¢ Health -aides and
planners (Baltimore, .Md.)

e Hogpital nurses' aides
(White County, Ark.)

e
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. ;l'able~5-'-l._ _ (continued)

L4

Functional area Illlxst;-ati{ze subfunctions Specific examples
) Culture and arts—— " "¢ Miséun gui&és T -" ¢ Community art center
— - e Theatrical productions personnel

(chicago, I1l.) ‘ 7

e Musicians for an or-
' ) chestra (Kansas

- City, Mo.)
Parks and recreation e Park préservation e Leaders for recreational .
' -activities |, . programs (Arapahoe *
e Recreational programs. County, Colo.)
for youth ) @ Park rangers and

grounds keepers
(Maricopa County, Ariz.)

‘Edycation e Community coileges ® School seeurity patrol - -
’ . e Public schools {Hawthorne School
. , : Distriet, Calif,)
3 ) e School teachers

(Independence, Mo.)

te
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The analysis in this section is based on 17,232 positions repre-

ser;ting, thirj;y-,-singugoverrments.l Of ‘these, 12 ,07i (70 percent) are ,

title II and VI sustainment positions; 5,161 (30 percent) are titlé VI

project positions.

1. Six jurisdictions were excluded from: the analysis in this chapter
because of insufficient data. For the five included jurisdictions where
.8 sampling strategy was used in the first round, only the sampled pcsitions
are represented in this analysis. Positions” for one state agency are also

i included.
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B Qverall Analysis : -

: - - ‘Table 5-2 shbwsfthe‘distribution—of positions by functional ared and by
title. An examination of the four main categories shows that the overall
d‘stribution does not vary significantly by title. Primary servicee for

- example, account for 50 percent of title II and VI sustalnment positions aﬁH'
.hh percent of the title VI project positions.. Within the primary service

- category, however, the distribution of PSE positions among the functional areas

shows considerable variation. Protective services .account for the largest.

shaxeuoﬁwtiileeIIJand~VI,sustainment”poeitions:gl9hpercent:gbuiaonly;zapexgenx

of title VI project p031t10ns. In the general administration‘catégory, the pro-

Dortlon for sustainment.positions is three times that for project positions. On

.

the other’hand, the percentage of slots asslgned to public works is almost
twice as high for project as for sustainment PSE, and~fqr—utilitiesfand
sanitation the pattern is similar, ‘

These data suggest that within the primary services category the functional
areas of public works and utilities and sanitation are particularly amenable
_to the’ project approach. One redson for this maylbe time constraints.- Be-
cause of the pressure: to develop projects- and spend money quieckly, the easiest
solution often is to -assign PSE positions to activities that require the .
leastaannunt of plannlng. Public works and utilities and sanitation frequently
have -a workshelf of planned but unfunded projects, some -of whicn involve
relat}vely limited capital costs.  Together the two functions -account for

- ;early 4O percent of all title VI projects in the sample.
There was also-a tendency among some jurisdictions to segregate title

VI projects so that, ir and’wﬁen-the level of federal funding for PSE was
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 Table 5-2. Percentage Distributioz{ of PSE Participants by Functioﬁal Area
B - . s ‘ .
' .and Title ) ?
~
. L A ‘pitle II, VI  Title VI X
s Functional area sustainment = projects A1 titles
Primary services " 50 " L8
rd - -
rs . -
Protective services ) 19 i 2 1k E
_ Public works 14 27 18
) ~ Utilities and sanitation 5. 11 . T
T — —Ceneral administration 12 - L 9
Social and cultural services 19- 2k 21
- Social services 13 . 19 15
Health 4 2 3
. Culture and arts | . 2 3 3
7 Parks and recreation 12 6 13 V
Edueation 11 10 11
Unallocated 8 . 7 8
Total - . 100 101 101
_ Number of participants . 12,071 5,161 17,232
~ -Source: TField research- data. o - '
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- reduced, jurisdictions could -disengage relati—vely—.easily—. This desire to

avold becoming dependent on PSE was mentioned by several associates at the

February 1, 1978, conference of field associates, in reference to the program

buildup period, July-December 1977, . ‘ ‘ -
It sh%ci— Ye i)ointed out, however, that the dietribution shown for title

Vi pro,jects may be due to the seasonal nature of many public works, and

~utility and sam.tatlon act1"1t1es. These activities generally involve

outdoor work which is presumably most ea311y performed during the summer,.

It w:lll be interesting to‘compare the findings in this report for the mdsummer

observation date with those for the December 31, 1977, observation date to
be presented in the ﬁnal report on this study. - V
Another important factor in con31derj:ng the overall functional area

distribution is- the fact that the mldswmxer observations were made when school
was- not in session, For this rsason, educgtion as' a function was said*to be
_smaller than otherwlse would be the case for ‘both sustamment and prOJect
PSE. Several associates indicated at the February 1 conference that they
found a much ;ugner proportlon of PSE positions in educatlon for the
" December 31,. 1977, observat on date.

A Comparison with Regular C-overnment Eknnloyment

One approach to the analysis of the overall distribution of PSE

positions: by functional area is to compare the distribution for PSE with

- that for regular employment by local governments. As shown in table 5-3,

the- —pr'oportion of PSE positions in the primary services category is similar

to that of regular government workers--in-both cases over ‘half. In the other

LY

three main categories, however, there are considerable differences between PSE
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Table 5-~3. TPercentage Distribution of FSE Positions and Regular Government .

- -
P e

Positions bv Functional Area . - i ]

Vi

Sample govgi'mnex}t Regular pc')si‘bipns' g‘
. : and school district within c%ties and
- 4 PSE positions - ~counties
Primary services - A % . L 51
Protective services ’ 17 i =2 21
Public works ] 21 8
‘Utilities and sanitation ) T"° 10 :
1 . Y :

N General administration

Social and cultural services 10 _1_'1
- ‘Social services - V2 '5" .
Health ° -3 12
- 2 NA .

‘Culture and arts

** ~ . Parks and recreation 15 . ) s
Educ ation® 13 51
‘Unallocated 5 §_

Bureau of the Census, Public Employment

Sources: Field researchfdataz; U.Ss.
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1577)-

in 1976, ser. GE76-no.l {Washington,

sitions and school district positions are

a. Sample government po
omparability with U.S. Census Bureau data.

combined to provide greater c

ties only. U.S. Census Bureau

b. Data on major gities and coun
de greater comparability with Brookings

functional areas were changed to provi
field data. i

. e. PSE positions include those for both independent and dependent
‘school districts. Regular city and county positions- include only those for .
dependent school districts.

o

103

C




g . . . 0 N

- « s

and regular government employment Compared with regular government employment,

F

PSE employment is proportlo'lately much higher in parks and recreation and

much lower in social services and educat:.on (though the qualifications st.a}ted

H] - - »

:ae:rlier regérdi:ng midsummer findings on PSE employment in education apply * -

- _—

/ hére too). -

. -

There is also considerable variation within the four main categories of
functional —ar;as. Public¢ works 7has the largest proportion of PSE participants
‘within primary services yet is the smallest funcfional area under 1chis— heading

ﬂthin‘ the regular govemmnt;work: force, Similarly, within the category of
‘social and cultural services, health accounts for a @ch higher percentage of

regular .government employment tban of PSE,
To--suimarize, it apnears that : comoared with z‘eg’mlar pu\bjlic employment ,
PSE i more onented toward DroJeci'.:-mype activities that can be organized

quickly and toward functions that 1nvo1ve a relatively low level of - capital

_ intensity, as demonstrated by the considerably higher proportion of ESE

workers in ‘social services as compared to health services, P

-
-

- - =

b
<
st




Qj,m ibution by Type of 'Org@’ ization ,

When the functional area data are analyzed accqrding '?;'o the type of

employirig organizaticn (as shown in table 5-i), several important points

\ emerge. Of the positions within nonprofit organizations, there is. a high
./ - concentration (68 percent) in the social.and cultural services category. ’

This is contrasted with the sample governments, wh:are the 1argés‘l’z concentra-

-

tion (64 percent) is in primary services. The distribution for other local
govérnments is similar to that for the sample governmentis; state agenciés

show a more even distribution between primary services and social and cultural

-
-

services. . - ° . s,

The most important finding here is the prominence of social services in

:nonp:ofiit‘ ‘organizations as compared tc sample governmentis and other local govern-

- ments, Wijth, new regulations, which stipuia:te that nonprofit orga?ﬁizatid‘?s should }a
receive one-third pf‘ the project funding, the percentage of total pe3itions ‘

can be expec:ted to»,increase_'j.n t}le sociai‘l; and ciultural services category.

Table 5-5 shows the types of services provided by nonprofit organizations

‘under the PSE program, - "

- -

b~
pm)
(0
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Table 5-4. Percentage. Distribution of FSE Participants by Functignal Area -and:Employing Organfzation, All Tities
- .’ . ] ] -’ ) . ' g:. 7 . ) ) - c . - ’ 7?—'
- R - - . - - - - « s - .. - . e !
Funetis : ‘ wSemple | School Othér,local . -State * Nonprofit
p uetionaleres governents  dlstricts  governments  egencies  orgenizations .,
) ?z-im’a@—sérvié%s T, ) . & .. . L9 . 7 L7 25 9 -
Protective services ) 19~ 0 1 . 5 * -~
"Public works 24 0- 23 - 3 -3 .
A Utilities and sanitation 8 - 0 . 7 * -0 ’
. " General administration - : 13 . o 6 17 -1
. Social and cultural services- 12 0 . Pog 37 68’
Social seriices , 6 - .0 8 2l 60 .
_Health  ~ 4 0 1 11 2 .
- Culture .and: arts_ 2 0. * 2. 6 -
Parks and recreation iz [¢] i3 i d Ve )
Edudation - 3 200 ’ i 18 2 -
‘Unallocated - v 5 9 28 12 pL
- . Total ‘ io1 100- + - 100 %- 100.
Nuzber of partieipants T 411,317 1,361 1,175 651 2,703
. SOﬁrce': Field.research data. . s -
P Note: " Federal agencies were excluded. from this analysis because of the low number ]
- of PSE participants (twenty~five) that were émployed, o
: * Less than 0,5 percent, 107 -
- - _ o .
1Tne - \ '
106 :
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i .
Examples of

L

"Table 5-5.

1 3 85

E Positions in Nor;profit Organizations '

\_ Organizations

\

Examples of posittons

=

e Aurora.Association for Reta ded Children

(Ar&p%iounty , ColoY)
o COMITIS

(Arapahoe .Co \ty, Coio.)
@ Southwest Boston Senior Servicej
~ (Boston, -Mass. N

® YWCA
- (Boston, Mass.). -
e Professional Skills Alliance -

(Detroit 'Mich.)

-9 Gila River Indian Community -
(Maricopa County, Ariz.)

(Mancopa County, Ariz.)
e Center against Sexual Assault

(Pnoenix, Ariz.)

o American National Red Cross

e- Phoenix Urban league
. (Phoenix, Ariz.)

o COMPAS-
(St. Paul, Minn.)

' —o Zoological Society
* (Seminole County, Fla.) .

) Casselberry ‘Chditber of Commerce
‘(Seminole County, Fla.)

o Arthritis Foundation ®

@ National Conference of Christians and Jews*

(Phoenix, Ariz.) e N

e Youth program coordinator

e Counseiors for young drug
;abusers and delinquents

. ® Part-time visiting aides

and .drivers

e Program coo’rdinstor and
child care workers

%40 Counselors, photo journalist,

boxing coaches for youths,
especially those in youth gangs

o Construction workers for

housing assistance program

e Job development supervisor,
secretaries, and program aides
for employment servmes

X ) First aid instructor

E-

o Accounting specialist trainep
and administrative assist&pt

(
o Artists for a community arté@
agency

o Animal caretaker

o Clerk

e Carpenter and assistant for

-~

Note:; Examples-include both

\

Lg

allocated and filled positions.

(Tulsd, Okla .0 home modification for the
. T handicapped s
o Upwith Trees , Inc, o L o Expressway beautification
(Tulsa, Okla.) ’ " project director
Source: Field research data., ’

M

.
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, Distribution by Type of Government

! . - S .

A When the data are organized by type of government using the categories

defined in chapter 3 several interesting findings emerge.2 As shown in

table 5-6 distressed cities have a higher concentration in primary services

"thEn other types of governments. Iarge cities as a whole tend to concentrate

e . more positions in primary services than small cities and suburban areans

, public:works‘account for neablyahalf of all PSE positigbs within ¢istressed

cities., For small cities and suburban areas, the p;oqu%igns in primary

-

N - seryices and social and cultural services are almost the sam~. Social

-and rurdl jurisdictions., Among primary éervices, protective servic 6 ——

- ——— D -

T

3

‘2, In this analysis PSE positions subcontracted to or outstationed
in school dlstrlcts otlier special districts, state and federal agencies,"
and- nonproflt organlzatlons are included w1th the sample government W1th

ER which these employlﬁg organizations made the subcontracting or outstation~
: _ing agreement, ———

—__,....——vv'*’“

3. It should be noted that the patterns observed 1n the small cities
-and- suburban areas and in rural areas may be ¢ffected by the relatively
large proportlon of unallocated p081t10n=

© -

10y v

e — _services. ange acgbunt for~over'one-quarter of- the PSE positions. 3 R

F———




Table 5-6. Percentage Distribution of PSE Participants by Fun

@
c‘zonal Area and Type of Government, All Titles

Rural

Large, dis- -Other large Small cities -and
Futictional area’ tressed’cities cities suburben areas areas
- Primary services -~ - 56 W7 30 . e 4o -
. ~ Protec dve services - ‘ 17 12 .8 9
e Public works 29 11 12 17
= ‘Utilities -and sanitation 3 11 - b 3
Cenéral administration 7 13 6 11
Social snd cultural services: 18 19 . 29 20
" Social services 13 11 ' 26 13
e “Health 1 Iy 1 L
v . . Culture and arts 1 L 2 3 .
) Parks and recreation ;L‘j_ . Ly 2 L
"Education - . 8 - 10 16 19
- ‘Unalléeated ~ — -3 8 - i L 19— T
Total ) T 1000 “100 101 T
Number of participents 9,186 6,83 3,342 617
”""' - ~— Source: Field regearch data,
# N &
¢ ~3
=
> ¥ < e
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im, g&ribgtioa by Fiscal Condition

' As in chapter 3, where fiscal distress was found to affec¢t the distribu-

t:lon— of PSE positigns among thei various _emplo}mept effects (notably influenc~.

:lng the program maintenance category) the fiscal condition of the sample
governments aprpears to influence the functional mix ‘of their PSE programs..
Distressed governments are much more likely to use PSE positions for .-~ - .

-

primary services than for other kings of activities. As shown in table

5=7 ,,7 a majority of the positlons in the governments with extreme fiscal .
pressure are in —primary services, Of the sample Jurisdictions experienc:mg

s e et e

no fiscal pressure almost one-third of ‘Lhe positicns are in-social and

cultural semces—. -
Variation also occurs within the primary services category. The summary

list below shows the dominant activities within primary —Services— for the ri‘ou;}:'iﬁ

e O S - -
3 -

fiscal pressure_categories-

-
“

'E;Lscal-—c’ondition ' B Dominant activities yvithin primary services.

Extreme fiscal pressure Protective .services; piblic works
Moderate fiscal pressure Public works; general administration
Relatively little fiscal pressure Utilities and sanitation; public works
No- fiséal pressure No particular pattern

< ¢ . -

-

The findings here parallel those in chapter 3 The fact that pnmary

services are predom:.nant 1n sample Jurisdictlons under- extreme fiscal pressure

seflects the importance reportedly attached by these governments to

aroiding service reductions.




Table 5-7. Percentage Distribution of Participents by Functional Area and Fiscal Condition, A1l Titles
[ No fiscal Relatively 1little ‘Moderate o Extreme .
Functional area pressure fiscal pressure fiscal: pressure " fiscal pressure
Primary services . ' 26 iz ‘ 4o - - - 52
Protective services B 8 9 o 1 .2
Public works 9 15 19 . : 21
L. * Utilities: and -ssnitation 3 17 5 3
s General -adininistration 6 6 . 7 14 7
o Social and cultural services 7 32_ 20 ’ 16 20
‘Social services 29 17 9 15
Health * : 1 y L
Culture and axrts 3 2 -3 1
ﬁi ;;Parkézfand"recrgation, 10 12 ;3 ;_6_ 7
Education - 19 8 i 13 ya
Unallocated : 12 13 7 . }_4,
Total ’ 99 100 98 99
Number of participents 2,115 3,263 . . 8,916 5,803 ) 4
. r ) , K4 R ::
: Source: Field research:data, . ~.«
- ¥ Tess then 0,5 percent, - i ’ -
: .
_ \O-
1%
]




Perceptions of Iocal Officials

&

“

One final factor was identified that influences ,_or at_least.appears

to influence, the functional mix of ,PSE»gpaz;ticipants-,-:l:he perceptions

and preferences o~f the officials of the §amplg governments. ‘ ;Lhis tiactor
was emphasized: ‘t;y a fmmber of associates at the February 1 field 'reseaz;ch ,
conference, For exgmpie ’ ‘where PSE is c;onsi“defed an extension ‘of regtilar
government. activi:ties , the functioﬁal np’.x tends to parallel that :of regular

employees and s 28 mi‘ght be expected, primary services are especially

-

-

In White County, Arkansas, the FSE program is perceived as
a helpful .way of obtaining needed employees, While a
= state plan spells out the priority .groups to be served,

‘such Qb‘jectives are carried out in an incidental manner,
The needs of the county government seem to -come first.

- . This should not be interpreted to mean the county does-

) : not care about these objectives, PSE is perceived by - -
county officials as a way to. help county government,
rather than a way to relieve unemployment.

In contrast , -some juriédictions -appear to make a conscious attempt to

In Houston, Texas, the concept of PSE most important .

to locdl officials is that the eptire CETA programs division-
is on "soft" money, thus it is "I&ft alone" by the ‘other
departments and divisions of city government. In essence

the objective is to provide a mechanism to reduce and )
prevent high unemployment rates, reduce public assistance,
and provide career’development for members- of minority

groups to the extent necessary in order to have a permanent

and positive effect on the persons involved. )
In ﬂ}j.S Jurisdiction, almost one-fourth of the PSE positions were in the
sczcial and cnltuz%l services, Although primaryl services still accounted.
. for over half of the bésitidns used,. 0'{113} 3 per,c;‘ent were in protective

services,

i;nportant. According to one associate, o . 77;, e n

ensuré that PSE does not become part of the —ré:g’uiz_ar; governmental activities.

S TN T B
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ANALYSIS EY OCCUPATION

1

Under progrannatic effects,,the occupetions of PSE participants ere—also
oonsidered. Doﬁ data are not aVailable.on,the,occupational classifications
for title II and title VI sustainment only for the new title VI project
component of CETA. This study provides occupat10na1 information on both
sustainment and progect positions and shows that there are substantial
differences between these two malnrcomponents of the- PSE program. ‘

Table 5-8_shows. the occupatlonal “breakdown according to the 'standard

occupational categories used in the analysis form, occupational data were

obtained for 21,042 PSE participants. & The second cclum of this table Shows -

the: distrmbu tion of all employed persons 1n comparable occupations in the

Tnited States in 1976. As expected there is a much higher concentration

of PSE partlcipants in lower skllled occupations, over half are classified

@8 laborers and service workers compared to 20 percent for the nat‘onal

labor force. On the other hand, the proportion of persons 1T the craft and
operative categorles for the nat10na1 labor force is three tlmes that for

the PSE program, and for the managerial category‘the ratio is 6:1, ,Perhgps

the—nost interesting point is that profe331onal, technical,,and—clericalt _ -

personnel account for the same proportion of both groups.’ ) ’ A -

o

»

.4, In some jurisdictions there are ' PSE participants worklng as
technicians, paraprofe331onals and other types of aides. In this analysis, -
tHese positions are categorlzed with the occupational level to which they
are an adjunct. In the second round of research, separate occupatlonal
categories will be added for technicians, paraprozeSSlonals arid administrative
positions.
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Table 5-8, Percentage Distribution of PSE and Non-PSE Empioyees byQOccupatibn

.

Ry
e

Occupation - PSE participants A1l emrloyed persons, 1976% :
= Managerial . 2 12
_ Proféssional 11 )
Technical 6 } w : .
| Clerical 20 - 20 -,
“Craft 2 1
: - Operative ?"i 3 8  17
Laborer B 29 6
Service 22 i . 1u: S S
Tota,l" 100 - 100
Number 21,042 78,100,000 7

.

a

Sources: Field research data; U.S. Department of Iabor, Bureau of .Labor
Statistics, Handbook of Iabor Statisties, 1977, Bulletin 1966 (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing-Office, 1977), p. 20402. ' -

; -a, Excluded are sales workers, private household workers, farmers,
farm laborers, farm managers, and farm supervisors.

b: This figure iﬁcludes both professional and technical _occupations.

%
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’ When simlar data are examined for the sustainment and project portions

of the PSE progranm (table 5-9) two interesting points emerge. Fifsj:, the

proportion of professional ,_clerical , and service workers is much hi'gher_

in the sustajinment portion of the program then for the project portion,

‘Sec'ond,- the 'proportioﬁ of operatives and laborers is higher in projects ’

than in susta{.nmen‘t. These findings reflect the greater concentration

H .. of projects. in-the-functional areas of public works and utilities
and sanftation, pointed out earlier, -Countervailing trends mske projections
‘d,iffi}:ult,’ however. As more projects reach full operational level and are
initiated, the proportion of lower sidilled positions- would be —expeetéd:td * o

" 'iﬂcrease. -On the other hand, as more positions are pr(';vi’ded* to-nonprofit -
organizations, given the tendency of these organizations to have higher -
,skilled PSF personnel this ‘could cause the proporﬁlon of lower skilled
pos:.t:.ons to declm (One associate offered as a quahf:.cat:.on here

~that nonprofit orgailzaﬁons may overclasszfy the skill levels 'of PSE

participants. ) T .

P




Table 5-9, Percentage Distribution of PSE Participants by chupation:aand

Title -

Title IT, VI~ -

Occupation * . sustginment - 'g’z};&
"\, Managerial - ‘ -2 2
) Pibfesgipnai . 13 : >
’ '.l-'gchnic'al [ .6
Clerfesl ) 23 9
Craft. 2 3
Qperétive . -k ) 24
Laborer ¢ 28 37
Service ' - 24 1y
;. Total: 102 100
‘ Nunber a 16,655 , 4,386
- i - - i_“g — -
Spurce,z Field research date. .
. 2

&

R
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"’\UWARY OF ‘PROGRAM‘MTIC EFFECTS -

A number of summary points concerning the progrannnatic effects of PSE

can be made here on the basis of the functional and occupational data for

* ' the first-round field observations: B

4 -

1. Primary services are predominant in both sustainment and

s ’ project. PSE, although less so for the projects.

2. Wit;hin primary services, PSE participants in sustainment

o~ . positions are more likely to be in protective services and

‘ “general adxni.ni'stration. Project perticipants tend to.be in g
‘public works, utilities, and sani’tation,which'are'nore

< .amenable to the: project approach - - T

-
P

hud -
¥

,_d_,_.,_ﬁwBr-»The—pmporta.on—cfuPSE“participfa'n“ts ;8 in edicatic "‘i’s*’felativelyﬁﬁ*—"**T

small, but this may be explained by the midsummer observation
date. ‘ o ‘ ’
4, Compared to the regular government labor.force, PSE participants
are more likely to be in publie works and- parks and recreation B
again. ref—lecting t‘hye' project orientat:.on of the PSE program. N L
.5. Nonprofit -organizations tend to 'concentrat'e' PSE positions in
social and calturalj sergiceé. This pould—*aff?ct the ov‘aral—;
ﬁmctional distribution as +he role Of these orga:ﬂaations ‘
- -expands under PSE. : )
6. ’—Large citips and. flsca.Lly hard-pressed ,Jurisdictions tend to | -
devote the largest proportions of the1r PSE positions to primary

gervices (especi'ally "protective services and public works). - - :

- -

) - .
N7 - ; ‘l .
: T
"C'O ) B S
A x T ’
- r .
:




Small cities and suburban jurisdictions tend to have a higher

concentrationA of PSE participafits in social services.

7. PSE perticipants are more likely to be in lower skilled occupa-
- gfgns than other workers. As between sustainment and project
k _P______' PSE,- the proportion of lowei' skilled positions is greater in
. ‘ ‘ the project portion of the program,
In sum, PSE participants tend to be working in .;Dasic service areas, } - /
The& also tend to be in relatively low skilled pogitionsi, although there is -~ ‘
a sizable proportion in professional and technical capacities, It ig .

. _-expected that as of the December observation date there will be more PSE

pgr’t:téi};ants in education and social services and perhaps a somewhat higher

proportion in lewer sikdilled job categories. Little-evidence was found by

-agsociates that PSE is a "make work" and "leaf mﬁng" program, , Thiéi‘i's— not

surprising in light of the Méﬁiﬁépce~of«-p’rinm sérvices, However,
- v" R : R ~ ‘\_“M——r“«__ - -
both the functional™area distribution and skill levels may ,change;;as—\*l?h?“\m\&a

——. ,’

, role of nonprofit and other employing organizations grows and full opefhtional

£ ’

e » . - . 4l

levél’s‘—;aré reached in both titles. .

1 4




. This requirement does not apply to such groups as: (X)- persons ho- have

—and annual income adjusted for family S1ze and location.
~ / d 1 ,
‘; - 14
' -~ - 1.90 - '
- 122 o \
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A recurring theme in this report, and in the 1iterature on PSE, is the ..
;éii‘ting and ,sometimes conflictlng objectives of the PSE program, Especially
/important is the relationship between the PSE ob,]ective of stimlating the.
x:’economy (its cotmtercyclical purpose) and the objective of ;aiding the '
"disadvantaged -(1ts structural purpose). This;relationshrp is clearly
treflected in recent legislation, The 1976 emergency extension of title VI
reflects the stimulus purpose of the program while a1 the same time adding
social targeting requirements which sti'engthen the structural objective of ‘PSE.~

- 'l‘he analysis in this section is based: on three types ‘of- participant
rcharacterlstics--demographic variables (sex, race, age, and “educational”

-attainmerft); labor force status; ,6 and income variables (AFDC status, '

—economic disadvantage 'z and ‘number of persons at or below 70 percent of the

. = B " e e ST =TT

. 5. See chapter 2, pp. 12-13.

= 6. Persons employed urider>title II and those selected to £ill up tq’one-~
half of the vacancies which arisé under the title VI sustainment portion of PSE
are required under current law to have been unemployed for at least thirty
days (or at least fifteen days for title VI sustainment in areas of excessively
high unerr.ployment) Persons f_.llmg the other half of .titie VI -sustainment
vacancies and all persons in “title VI projects are required-to have beén’ -
unemployed for fifteen weeks or more out of the, 1mmed1ately orece‘d1<ng twenty weeke,

-exhausted their unemployment compensation, (2) AFDC family members; (3) recertly
.discharged veterans, 0.

T. An: economcally d1sadvantaged ind1v1dual 1s defined as, a person in
povérty who does not have suitable employment ang i$ either: (1) a high school
-dropout; (2) a member of a minority; (3) under twenty-two years of age- (%) forty
years of gge or older; or (5) handicapped. Poverty is. determined by taking
into account several criteria including the receipt ‘of -cash welfare paymnts
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’ ,_prime sponsors as- compared 'Wlth other types 9f prime sponsors, Three-fourths

c e -

P

lower 1iving standard, )8 )
™,
Characteristics datl were obtained for 19,239 participants represen+ing

thirty-five sample Jurisdictions. Of all the data collected for analysis,

-agsociates had the most difficulty obtaining characteristics information..

These problems were discussed at the February 1 conference, %he, -

£

‘incom_j)atibility of local management information systems with the needs of

this study often necessitated the use of individual participant files.,”

'Lbreover these files were frequently incomplete. The availability of

e

_ characteristics data by major category vanes con31derably because of these

limitations, Data on demographic variables are the most extensive with
approximately 18,000 positions reported. Income .variables are less complete,
and labot force variables are the least cor‘nplete , with apgroicimstely 8,500-
positions representeds Du_e to ¥he cdnEiderable vardiation among -sponsor .
and government types, when »thu,e characteristics are consider’ed , these -data :

’ - .
are "not presented in aggregate form in this<preliminary report. - They are

) pi'esented first by type of prime sponsor and then. by type of government,

.
*
e

‘Characteristics by Type of Prime Sponsor .
Table 5-10 shows. the cf lrécteristics of PSE participants according to

the type of prime sponsor of which the sample Jurisdictions are a part. -One

' important finding is the high proportion of minority group members in c1ty

4

of the PSE participants for-city prime sponsors are minorities, whereas

. o —_

\" ~ . «
< ; —

8 fhe lowen 1livi ng standard is annually determined by the Bureau of

Labor Statistics and takes into account family size and location, For title

VI projects and at least half of title VI sustainment vacancies the :
eligibility requirements stipulatg that a participant be either economically

. digadvantaged er at or below 70 percent of the lower living standard at the °
time of -entry into the PSE program. ,

-123'
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__Percentage Distribution of Participant Characteristics by Type of

Table 5-10

Prime Sponsor, All Titles

Characteristic, Cities Counties Consortia Stetes

— — :
Male 70 59 62 63
o : (13,853) (kho) (777)  (212)
Minority 75 28 56 31
. (13,748) - (kbo) (777) - (212)
‘Under 22 ye'ars of age 18 21 .17 11 ’
: - (12,896) (360) €777) (261)
Iess than 12 years of a1 . - 28 22 26
education (12,896) (360). (777) (272)
" AFDC femily member 10 l 10 3
g (13,167) (256)- (777) (251)
- Income- below 7@; of the 45 50 32 "6
: 1ower\%iv1ng standard (4,154) (a61). (585) . (202)
- Economically dlsadvantaged 59 ° B 59 62 46

s/ (13,748) (333) (777) (262)

s

Soyree: Field research data.
e

Note: Figures. in parem;heses indicate the number of partlcipants for whom
-data are available. P
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. X'slightly over one-fourth of the participants for county prime sponsors are

minorities, Other important findings are the high proportion of economically

dlsadvantaged participants for consortia and of males for city -prime

sponsors.9 - - .

1

It 18 possible to compare the field data with demographic data collected

‘- by the Department of Labor in its Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey

'(CFMS) of PSE participants (see table 5-11',,10 Since the CIMS data concern

new enrollees for each calendar quarter and the field data include all
. program participants as of the midsummer observation date, several quarters - -
of CIMS data have been combined to make CIMS figures and the field déta

‘more comparable

o

»

. Differences between figures from the two data sources genera11y do not
exceed 5 percent., thable exceptions are the minority group percentage

for city‘anéiconsortium,pripe sponsors, This reflectsjthe fact that the
Brookings sample tends yo emphasize 1arger'cities*and central cities '

within consortia,,where,minority groups'tend to—be,proportispately larger,ié.
'Thefe—a;e also some aifferences for state sponsors, but. the number-of’

«

”pagticipants in this category of the field data is-quite small,

‘9, The higher proportions of males for all sponsor types may be
due to the preference given to veterans.in hiring. -All PSE vacancies
must be 1listed in local employment service offices at least forty-eight
hours before the vacancies are filled, so. that qualified veterans have
a chance of being referred for the pos1tion.

10, These data were made available by the Office of Evaluation,
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Iabor.
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Table 5-11. Percentage Distribution of CIMS PSE Par”ciéipant Characteristics

_ for Fourth Quarter FY 1976 to Third Quarter FY 1977 by Type of Prime Sponsor

[,

Characteristic ' Ci‘ies » Counties " Consortia States
Male ’ 6l 65 63 . 6h
Minority / 63 35 L1 .23 .
Under ::22 years of age 7 20 22 19 ' 22 -
1ess than 12 years of ) |

education ’ S22 2l 23 . 30.
AFDC ‘fami'*ly merber 9 -9 8 8
—Ecopomi’éaliy disadvantaged 53 ’ 58 62 61
Number of participants 50,258 82,780 128,066 . 137,367 ‘

i

Source: Continuous Longitudinal ~Manpower Survey, U.S. Department of Iabor,
.special tabulation from preliminary data.




Qh terlstlcs by Type of Covernment

Table 5-12 presents characterlstlcs data for all titles by type of
government.' The figures show that the proportion of AFDC family members

was higher in large, distressed cities (14 percent) than for any other type

of government, Small cities and suburban areas, on the other hand, account .

for the highest percentage of economically disadvantaged perticipants (82
percent),

: ‘The most notable finding is the differénoe between larger and smaller
,Juriédictions in the percentage of minority participafion.‘ Almost three~
‘fourths of the perticipants in the large cities are members of minority
gpoups, compared with one-fourth in smaller jurisdictions, iHowever:,:vihe'n
fneSérfindings are Conpared with the relative proportions-of*minorities in
the population in'i970—(table 54}3), two important points emerge, .Firsp,
in'ali types of governments in the sample, the percenf;geiof PSE parti-
cipants from minority groups was considerably higher than”the minority
percentage in the general population, using 1970 as the base- year,

Second, small cities and suburban areas actually served: the highest '
proportion of minorities relative to their minority population.

When the distribution of partiﬂ{pant characteristies is shown by
title, several interestlng patterns -appear (table 5-14)., Except in
small cities and suburban areas, a greater proportlon of project partici-
pants have less than a high school education. For—aIl types of governments

ihe-percéntagééqgﬁAEDc family members and economically disadvantaged

persons is higher for PSE projects than for the sustainment portion .of

-

-




Table 5-12, Percentage Distribution of Participant. Characteristics by Type

of Government, All Titles

£

o ,' Large, dis- Othe; large Small cities and Rural
C.h,araoter’istic tressed cities cities ] suburban areas areas
Male | T3 6t 6o 6

(7,014) (7,503) (420) - (299)
Minority group ™ T 26 22
rember - (6,909) (7,503) (420) (299)
Under 22 years ‘ 11 23 " ’ 21 e 1
of age (6,057) (7,503) (350) (288)
Less than 12 years 27 16 29: 36
education (6,057) (7,503) ‘ (350) (299)
AFDC family rember 14 - T Y 5
o . (6,909) (6,922) (246) (278)
Economcally e 56 ' 63~ 82 61
disadvantaged (6,909) (7,503)" (228) - (289)

',,4::'

Source: Field research data.

Note: Figuvres in parentheses indicate the number of participants for whom
data are available.

‘;’

3
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Table 5-13.. Minority Group Representation among PSE Participants and
in the General Population, by Type of Government ‘

p .

Sources: Field research data; U.S. Buréau-of the Census, County and

Iarge, dis- Other large Small citiés and' - 'Rdral

] 7 tressed cities cities ~  suburban areas  areas

Pergentgninoriff 7 7 - .

PSE participants (! (! . 26 22
Percent ﬁinority ’ )
1970 census 37 2 6 12

»

City Data Book, 1972, Statistical Abstract Supplement (washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1973). ‘
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_Table 5-14, Percentage Distribution of Participent Charactéristics by Type of Government and Title ;

¥

) Iargéﬁ,, distressed . Small cities and: 7
- cities | Other large cities - ‘suburban areas* | FRural areast* -
Sustain- Proj- Sustaih- Proj- | Sustain-  Proj- | Sustain-  Proj-
ment -ect ment ect 1. ment ect ‘ment -ect
Male 60-(3,280) 84 (3,734) | 67(6,414) - 67 (1,089) | 62 (335) 52 ( 85) | 62(e62)  7h( 37)
Minority 78(3,280« 70 (3,629) | 75 (6,414) 72(1,089) ;| 30-(335) 8 (85) | 19(262) ha( 37)
“Under 22 7 | . 1 :
years of age 11(2,727) 11 (3,330) | 23 (6,414) 29 (1,089) | 25 (265)- 10 (85) | 13(262) 25 ( 26)
Iess than : :
12 years ) . ) ] I ) . 1
education 14 (2,727) 37 (3,330) | 15(6,414) 24 (1,089) | 33(265) 17 (85) | 34 (262) s50( 37)
‘Unemployed 15 5 1 - ' 1 :
weeks out of - , , o 1 b ,
prior 20-weeks 50 (538 79 (3,364) | 60 (1,821) - 82  (87) | 68.(147) 66 (72) |41 (262) 90 ( 37)
‘Unemployed. 15 1 : -
days, but lesc -+ ) ’ - 4 )
than 15-weeks U4 (538) NA . 18 (1,821) . NA Fe3(r) M 59 (260) MA |
AFDC family E 7 : . ik S -
‘member 8 (3,280) 19 (3,629) | 7 (6,41k4) 8 (508) | "2 (170) 8 ( 76) | 4 (262) 19 ( 16)
Income below. 70% o )
.of the lower . - T 1 .
living standard 37 (1,091) NA - 53(2,958) NA 1 43 (37) MA | 28(227) NA
Economically . il . ’ ) . )
disadvantaged 34 (3,280)  751(3,629) | S8(6,414) 93 (1,089) | U7 (2k2) 93 (81) | 56-(262) 100 ( 27)
Sourée: Fiéld reéearch data. - 7 7 Y - - .
Note: Figures in parentheses indicate the number of participants for whom data are available. 'é’
#Percentages -are affected by the small numbers. ' 7
I 1 Q -
130 H




the program. Anjong large, distressed cities and rural areas, the per-

centage of ,xiales and ,partic_ipants who are AFDC family members is much,

hi"ghe’r' under title VI projects. .

The main conclusion to be drawn from table 5-14 is that for pérsons
with the’ characteristics that .are specifically targe_tea in the legisla-
tioﬁ-ejo’l?less for fifteen out' of the prior twenty weeks, econonii,caliy‘
disadvantaged, and members of AFDC families--the percentage being served
under the new title VI projects is higher than under the sustginment
portion of the program. It must be remembered that title VI projects
were still in the buiidup stage nheé these :da;a vere gathered; :tﬁe
results should be -considered preliminary pntil supplem’en'ted; by the

-

gecond-round -data. . B
r 3 \ . . -

3




- WAGES OF PSE PARTICIPANTS

The ‘final section of this chapter examines the wages received by
PSE participants. Data on hourly wages were coliected according to the ™
eight occupational categoriés for 15,763 participants representing thirty-

1

eight semple governments. When mean wage rates are calculated on the basis

of ﬂ}ege data, the Fesults ténd to reflect the higher wage levels prevalent
7 in large urban areas, since large cities account for a *disprpportiémtély
large number of the ;ample participants. Inlorder to minimize this effect, -
‘wage date are in most casés presentéd by type‘ of -government.
) 'ilég’géu.ﬁpplementqtiop o - ’
-One —iés;uqargceiving & considerable amount of attentibn is: local - 4 B
‘ **suppi.eg;entgtion of wage's—;li The regulations for PSE,,Specify a maximum wage
payment of $10,000 per part‘icipant; This 'has—‘pé‘en inferp:etgd to mean
$;Q,OOO per year or $833 per month. On an hourly basis this: éméuntg to “
$4.83 for a forty-hour week or $5.12 for a thirty-seven and a half hour
work week. If ;wageg above theser levels are paid, the differer;ée must be
pfaid: out of locgl revenues., Consequently, meny vloca], officia]js i ’{reas
vijtﬁ high prevailing wage rates feel that they are subsidizing a federal
program and that the maximum —waée sl';dful’d- be raised. The Depertment of Iabor,

on the other hand, has proposed in its CETA reautharization a supplementation

1imit of 10 percent of PSE funding. B
‘Table 5-15 shows the distribution of wage rates by type of govern-
\./ -

ment for all titles. The table suggests that supplementation is-

§

11. In this study the only type of local supplementation investigated
is that of wages. Governments may also supplement the PSE program through-
the provision of materials, supervision, equipment, and so on.

133
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S v ’z . . i
- . —Tablg 5-15. : Percentage Distribution of Wages by Type of Jurisdiction, A1l Titles
s o 1 N p . "?ﬁi J; )
Large cities i Small cities:"andf Rural,
. Wages: Total Distressed . Other - suburban areas ~ areas
$2.30-2.65 * 0 * : T
2.66-3.05 1 @ 1 8 . 52
3.06-1.83 58 20 h 73 3
484512 8 5 9 T . *®
" 5.13-6,00 - 11 22 6 LY - 0
6.01-7.00 1 21 6 * o :
7..01-8,00 ¥ooomn R * o .
8.01-9.00 6 . 19 o . .0 0.
9.01-9.98 1 1 2 , o 0 - ”
Total ** ,, 13,776 4,063 9,713 1,485 - 396
.- ‘:Perceﬁt ) ‘ - o )
-above - 33 Th 15. " , -0
$5. 12 ’ . . — . s .
Sources Field research data. § .
* Legs than 0,5 pereent, ° o } ‘ - ’ -
‘ i
~*%Number of participants for whom data are available.
+ . :;:A i
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_not a problen for rural areas. None -of the participants in these

) .gqvemxnents earneéd more t)?an $5.12 per hour, These wages reflect
not only tn;'e generaliy—: lower —waée levels in these governments but also “
local poAi'icy decisiens‘, according to asseciategz for some jurisdictions, ' o x 3

ﬁle pjercentage of PSE participants who earned over the maximum wage -

W

. “level wds also low in sinall cities and suburban areas.

In large :éities howeirer; "there is a corsiderable amount of, .
,.z. ) ,‘ supplementatlon One-thlrd. of the PSE part1c1nants in the 1arge sample
" cities were pa1d more than $5.12 per hour, and 1}1 percent were paid
‘more- than $lr 83 The extent of supplementat:Lon was slightly higher for
sust a1nment positions than for progect positions (3k4 percent and 29
A percent respect:wely, assummg a thn-ty-seiren and a half hour work
eek and thus a*maxlmum wage of $5. 12) - A .
The extent of supplementatlon was appreciably greater in the 1az:ge .
distressed c1t1es than in-other 1arge c1t1es Almost three-quarters—of

the pos1t1ons in the dlstressed 1arge c1t1esrreceived wage supplementatien, .

_' the proportion was only ZLS percent. in other large cities., Over four-

: fifths of the- sustainment "poeitiensf ‘in‘the large distressed cities ]
binvolved'—seme 'deg"re'e of local :sui)plementati.on-._‘ L :

. . - ~
I3

; Analxs:Ls by Occumtion - . ) T ’
L4
" When the wage data are examined by occupation (table 5-16), we find -

-a wide range ia wages depend:Lng on skill idevel, The differendes are

.

greatest in 1arge d1stressed cities, where the average wage _for PQE ’ -

‘e 1t

‘participants in the highegt-pald' occupationf(managerlal),isr 58 pergent -

“higher than that for the lowest-paid occupation (service). A sin;;l;tar'

, B . »

=

Qo . g A ' .. . - t} 135 . . et ) ‘Y .&’Q;.




_-categories, -t /)

=

pattern exists in rural areas, Wwhere there is a difference of 46 percent 7

between the highest-paid_ occupation (manageriel) and the lowest-paid

occupation (clerlcal) Two notable patterns emerge in othe’r'la;;'ge -

=

_cities and in small c:.t:.es and suburban areas. Flrst _the hlghesto * '

pav:lng occupat:.ons are not managerial and pxﬁfess:.onal ‘but operative . . )
‘andrcra;ft occupathns. Second, the —w;ge dlf—ferent:.al between the Y . s
managerial and clerical ?ccupations is only'\l'8 percént foxr other large
cities and 16 percent for small cities and s.qburban areas, :
A sécond major’ finding illustrated by ta.ble 5-16 is that there are v
large differences ‘between the types of governmen® in the average houfly—
wage for all occupations -combined. T;hé average for ‘iarge distresgsed-
’ citi:es is more than twice as high.as that for rural areas azfd ig 62

percent hiéher than that for smal—i‘mcities' -and suburban areas, . To_——a— T,
certainr éxtent this reflects the occupatioﬁail :di's‘ﬁributj.’og of PSE ' . e
partlc:.pants within the types of govemmerrt;s. F,o&amnl’e,— in 1arg‘e ‘ x/: .
distressea cities 23 p°rcent of the positions’ are in the hlgher-pa:.d .

managemal -and- profess:.onal categorles whereas 1r\ the rural ,Jurlsdlctions .

“

s “e

only 7 percent of the PSE partlclpants are :m these occupat:.onal

.
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ﬁihblg'slié. Average Hourly Wages Paid to PSE Participants by Occupafiqn
and Type ‘of, Goverhment, ALl Titles

¥

large, dis- Other large Small cities and Rural

) Occuﬁatiops tressed cities cities . suburban areas = areas

Menagerial " 822 .72 .09 ©  $4.10

- (6k) (129) ~ (56) - (9)

_Professional ' 8.03 4.69 4,28 - 3,92

: T (859) (1,007) (148) (18)

_ «Technical, 6.57" h51 KAk 3.%

i , (1)  (3b1) (%8) - (3N

 Clerical 5.3 3.9 - 3,52 - 2.80

S _ {%35) (2,231) - (380) . (116)

Craft : o« 755 1,81 l 45 3.52

(66) (154) “(25) " (6)

Operative. . 5.70 5.0k C - 3.8 3.22

, ’ o (676) . (e21). (64) (27)
Laborer 5.3 b7 3.8 2.97 -

i (930) (2,360) ° (lelely) (118)

Service " 5,19 1,50 3.75 2.87

, (711) (2,862) (266) (67)

Total average $6 .17 $h.51' a $3 03

“hourly wage (L, 061) . (9,712) | (1,481) . (398)

P w . B T =

Source: Field research data.

:NOte: Figures in parentheses indicate the number of. nartlclpants for
whom data are available,
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Probably more 1mportant--especlally in view of the spe01£gcat10n in
‘/'

" the CETA 1egislat10n that PSE partlclpants be paid prevaillng wage .

- [y

levels--is the_general tendency for wage 1evels in urban areas to be

highe£ than those in rural areas. However, the generally higher wage
levels in unsubsidized employment in.urban areas do not e#piain the large
difference between PSE wage levéls for dlstressed and other large cities,
As shown 1n table 5-16, the average wage pald to PSE partlclpants in

the 1owest—pa1d occupation in large distressed citi es was ‘higher than
the average wage for the highest-paid occupati in:all'other types—of

government: Local labor market factors such .as iabor unions may be

involved here; this subject will be considered in the final report.

Anglvsisrby,Title

Table.5—17 shows that there is considerable vaxiation in average
hourly wages paid to participants in sustainment and project PSE, First,
for each Qeeupation in large distressed cities and other large cities,
sustainment participants are paid higher average hourly wages than
project participants. This finding is reversed inrsmall‘zities and

suburban areas, .and in rural areas, where project participants infmany

occupations are paid higher average wages than sustainment participants,

E ]

“This may be relaced to the analysis of functional area data presented ,

" earlier in the chapter, which noted that project participants in smaller

" jurisdictions tend to be concentrated in social, cultural, and

-educational’ services, -

A second finding from table 5-17 is that disparities in average

hourly wages between sustainment and project tend to be the greater in
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Table 5-17. Aﬁerage Hourly Wages Paid to PSE Participants by Occupation, Type of Government, and Title
. . R —h‘ -
Large, distressed . - Small cities and ] -
~ cities " |  Other large cities 1 -suburban areas’ | ‘Rural areas - )
+ Sustain- | Proj- Sustain- . Proj- -} Sustain- - | Proj- | Sustain-" | Proj-
1 ment E ect - ment -1 ect {1  ment R ect ment 1T eet

e |55 () | B30 (o) [3505 @) | Bz G [0 ) | ()| B0 O |
Professional] .06 (849) | 4.85 (10) | 578 (s09) | 3.85 (s8){ 3.9 (68) | b3 . (80| 3.2 (18 |
Technical | 7.58 (231) | 3.98 (70) | 4.61 (280) ‘E'u.pQ 61) | 3.8 (46) | b8 (b6) 1 3.1 (31) $3.09 (6) 7
Clricat | 5.83 (bor) | b0 (28)| h.o3 (auiz) | 3.3 (120) | 3 (2b6) | 3.67 (30| 279 () |35 (5) -

.-Craft 1 7.55 (66) | | 5.63 (on) | 3.63 (63)1 k85 (14) 1 400 ()| 352 (6) :
Operative | 7.25 (175) | 9.15 (501) | 5.61 (172) | 4.82 (455) | 3.70 (30) | 3.86 (33) | 3.22 27) | y |
Claborer [ 6.26 (369) | 4.8L (561) | k.96 (1681) | k.33 (679) | 3:64 (209) | .04 (235) | 2.9 (%) | 3.19-(26)
serviee . [ 528 (645) | 4.30 (66) | h.61 (231) | 3.90 (431) | h.ok (131) | 3.6 (ass)| 287 (67) | T
Total
average g
* hourly . I | 7 . ) : ‘ 1.. .
wage $6.78 (2785) | $b.84 (1276) |$b.58 (7760) | $4723 (1951) {$3 71 (774) | $3.9%% (707)|$3.02 .(61) |$3.14 (37)
‘Source:, Field reéearchrdata. .
Ncte: Figures in parentheses indicate the number of participants for whom data are available,.
’_l
; & _
\\%\ .
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‘This pattern was most striking in large distressed cities.

the higher skilled occupations than in the lower skilled occupations.
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Chapter 6

2 = - F— -

QEGANIZATION AND ADV[[NISTRATION OF THE PSE PROGR_AM

-

‘fl
“The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1971& had its roots

in the "New Federalism" program of the Nixon-Ford perlod, - The act was

‘part of a broader ei‘fort to decentralize and decategorize federal aid

programs ” which included the general révenue sharing —and community -~

development block grant programs ‘both of which are also the subject of

‘monitoring studies 7by the Brookings Institution

ax
"

THE CETA SYSTEM

From the vantage point of decentral:.zation the most important
cqmponent,—,of CETA was title I which provides block -grant funds to stete
-and-local —governments i‘or— employment and trai,ning services; this title
accounted £5r over half of all funding in 1974 when CETA was first
‘enacted, The PSE component of CETA, which ‘has grown: dramatically since
1974 and will account for approximately 60 percent -of estimated CETA
funding in 1979, is also characterized by decéntralization and a high
degree of program flexibility. The federal ,govemme'nt has; ‘in effect,’
. get broad goals for PSE on a basis which then enables recipient -
jurisdictions to transiate these ob,]ectives in a manner that reflects -
their particular policy and prograr preferences and f1sca1 conditions.

A number of the comments at the February field researct‘l conference
'for this study i1lustrate this point by showing the variation in lceal
‘o“djectj;ves, for the PSE ,program. Discussing 'Houston, ‘Texas, for example ,

the associate described the purpose of PSE as ai’ding,‘minority,gmups;
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* the dttitude of city officials is to "let these groups do.what they want

Py

with these f.‘unds"1 Similarly,‘the associate for St, Iouis, Missouri,
reported that the city "from the very beginning insisted upon targeting
for the 1ow-3.nc‘oxpe* population,” Some jurisdictions in the sample ’
facing serious fiscal problems stressed the use of PSE funds to- provide

basic services. According to the associate for one distressed eity, -

"Above all there has been a continued emphasis on the preservation of

-esgential city services.," Other associates noted an emphasis on

trensition end training., For the Shawnee, Illinois, consortium it was

reported that local officials "are very big on transition” and the use

of PSE to "train people and get them into some kind of permenent job,"

A partiéularly -strong -emphasis on transﬁiqn was rep;)rte,d' for the

Periobscot-Hancock consortium, which includes the city of ‘Bangor, Maine:

" "In a few weeks the consortium will be sending out & new letter saying

T .

that the employing agency must return a signed formcertifying the

length of time required for the PSE position, the kind of outcome

‘expected, and-a realistic expectation of the transition ,pdss'ibﬂityr.")’

Beyond philosophical preferences for decentraflization, another
reason for the -emphasis on local flexibility under the PSE program is

pragmatic., It is difficult to envision the federal government directly

-employing as: many as one nrllliqﬁ PSE participants. Moreover, there are

few alternatives to relying on states and localities. Total reliancé

I, The quotations in this paragraph are from the edited tra;)script

of the field research cornferer e on February 1, 1978, appendix A to this-

report,
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on fc‘oxmmmity—basgd nonprofit organizations, even if feasible, would limit. /"

-the type of jcbs and transition oppértunities which the program éOuld

provide, and probably would enender public resistance.

) §morship Arrangements

The system for determining which local governments can participate

“under CETA is more varied then wnder most similar federal grants, Funds

are allocated under a legislative formula to "prime sponsors ,'an

artificial creation of the CETA legislation aimed st making the ’

—adnﬂ.nistration of employment -and training programs more efficient by

increasing the 31ze and reducing the number of units recel Ving ‘federal

_ll_loney;, As defined in the lew, a prime sponsor is & :generals-pu;'pose

v

fgovernment--,-”in most cases a city or county--with-a poptﬁation of at least

100,000, or -a-consortium -of jurisdic'bions, at least one member of which

has a population of 100,000 or more. 3

Jurisdictions not qualifying independently as prime Sponsors often

" have a choice of joining a comsortium or being grouped together in a

"balance of s{:ate" prime sponsorship. For many jurisdictions the
flexibility of the CETA program begins at this level, as they choose
whether or not to join a consortium and in some cases which consortium

to jo:!.n.', The decision of the local community may .be influenced %7 the

I

2, The most comprehensive -discussion of the administration of CETA

1s William Mirengoff and Lester Rindler, eds., The Comprehensive Employ-
rams (Washington, D. C.:.

nt and Training Act: Impact on People, Places -Pro
National Academy of Sciences, 1976) T

3.. Exceptions to this rule can be made for preexisting prime 5ponsor
arrangements, as is the case of the rural Shawnee, Illinois consortium
included in this study.
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- bonus- funds provided to consortia under title I. Other chtofs, such as

rgg;lonal political and economic ties or the desire to limit demands on

] . the local bureaucracy, no dOub£ enter into this decision.

. Below the level of the prime sponsor, the range of possible .

" .administrative arrangements mu:vl.tirplies) AAlthough the prime sponsor is
the only unit t}lat receives PSE funds directly from the Department ofv
Labor (DOL), it is not the only unit that spends PSE funds. In convert-
ing funds into J’"obs , the prime sponsor may directly hire PSE workers; it
may also pass through some of its PSE funds to other units of government.
A city prime sponsor, for example, may assign —portioﬁs of its PSE funds ~

- to specialepuipose governments '(s‘uchA as ;vat'er or-school districts), to

-

. local offices of federal or state agencies, or to nonprofit organizations-

in the city. These agencies and organizations in turn act as
subcontractors, hiring PSE workers. The city may él’sfc’;, ‘¢hoose to hire PSE ,.
workers itself and outstation them in other governmental units or in
nonprqfi—tf—drgan;izétions un(’ier‘agréements ‘with these organizations,

When the prime sponsor is either a congortium, county, or

balance of state, the distribution o’f' its PSE funds under cettain .

: ‘ . ¢ircumstances is not fully discretionary. Within such prime spoxiéorshipe_s ,

: any geneﬁl-mmse govemmént with a population of 50,000 or more is

. entitle;i to receive a share of the consortium's funds based on the
mtiongl,allocation formula, If this jurisdiction chooses to act as whaj:
is termed a program agent, its share of PSE funds must be Za’utomatically' passed
.thiough by the prime, sponsor. The program agent can use these PSE fundsr

" alits discrei;ion, either hiring workers directly or subcontracting with .

other local governments or nonprofit organizations., If a g‘c;vemrx;ental




o N

unit eligible o act as a program- agent -chooses not to do so, it ~has'r\iq
- \

édn’:inistrptive role under the CETA program but is nevertheless assured \\,~

+hat its share of available furds w11l be used by the prime sponsor -
for p;r§dns residing within its jhris.diption;

For tﬁe sample governments, almost every .conceivable pattern of
distribution of PSE jobs can be found, as illustrated by the following -
,qapsulge descriptions of PSE aéministrative arrangements for a city, a

county, and a balance-of-state prime sp,o’nsorshii). .

Capsule 67-1_,—7 _ g'igltix;:ore, Maryland '

The c¢ity of Baltimore could have chosen fo be a prime sponsor, as
could three of the other five jurisdictions with which it joined to
forma -consortium, By joining together, the jurisdictions received
a "consortium bonus” under CETA title I. For purposes of titles II and
VI, the Mayor's Office of Manpower Resources in Baltimore-operated a _
program. completely separate: from those.-of the other consortium members.
The city received from the consortium the same aliocation for titles II
and VI that it would have received had it chosen prime sponsor status.
About three-quarters of the job slots for PSE workers funded as-of

July 1977 were retaired in the Baltimore city government. The remainder

were parceled out to other governments. and -agencies, including the
State of Maryland and the federal government, under Moutstationing”
-agreements, PSE workers in the Baltimore office of the Social Security”
Administration, for example, were outstatinned; they worked in a
federal government office but were technically employed by the major's
office. Though a contract had not vet been signed as of the July 15
obgervation -date, the Office of Manpower Rescurces later made a
subecontracting agreement with the Health and Welfare Council, a "holding
company” for many of Baltimore's nonprofit organizations. Among the
PSE workers hired by the council, some worked in its cwn offices while
the majority were outstaticned in its member agencies; all were
tachnically employees: of the council. ’ -

apsule 6-2. Maricopa County, Arizona o

: Maricopa County was formerly joined with Phoenix in a consortium,
but that arrangement was dissolved because of rivalries between the
county -and th2 city. The county now constitutes a separate prime
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.éponsor’ship. As of mid-July 1977, direct employment in the Maricopa County

- government accounted for about one quarter of the 1,325 PSE positions

‘ . Capsule 6-3; Balance of Oregon -

funded in the county. The remainder of the 0031tions were- subcontracted
to nonprofit- orgamzatlons , other local governmental units, and local
offices of state agencies, or were passed through to the program ‘agents
in the county--Tempe, Scottsdale and Mesa. The program-.agents in turn
used- some PSE money for p031tions in their own governments and
subcontracted with special-purpose governmental agencies and nonprofit
organizations for other positions. Tempe, for example, retained half -
of its PSE positions™in the city government and apportioned the rest,
under subcontracting arrangements, to the school district and to local
nonprofit organizations, such as the YMCA, Girls' and Boys' Clubs, and
the United Way. Mesa elected to serve as a program agent for t1tle II
and title VI sustainment activities but chose not to administer title VI
projects. Therefore Maricopa County was obliged to set aside Mesa's
share of title VI 'project funds and to arrange for employment of Mesa
residents with these funds.. The county was also requlred to earmark a
-share -of the PSE funds for Glendale, a city that ‘was ellgible to act -as
‘& program agent but chose not to.

-

There are seven prime sponsorships in the state of Oregon--one c1ty,
one- county, ‘one-talance of county (some of the county's territory is in
-another prime sponsorship), three consortia, and the residual areas of
the state, -grouped- together as "balance of State" (BOS) Oregon. As of

- July 1977, 30 percent of the PSE funds allocated to BOS Oregon had been

-\
among thirteen planning dlstrlcts some of wnich were single counties,
:while -others were combinations of counties. The planning districts had

retained for employment in-state agencies, Tne remainder was apportioned

two -options:’. they could take responsibility for planning-and implementing

a local PSE. program--actmg, in effect, as program: agents--or they could.

subcontract for specific PSE jobs, leavmg planning and administration to
the prime sponsor. .

Douglas County, one -of the constituents of BOS Oregon, chose the
second option. Of the more than 100- PSE slots a331gnea to Douglas:
County by the prime sponsor, only a handful were in thé county government
1tgelf. The remainder were assigned to the water, fire, and sanitation
districts; the cities and towns within the county, school dlstricts the-
comunity coll lege; and state offices.

RESEARCH PLANS

The plan for this study called for concentrating the first-round

-observations on employment, fiscal, and programmatic effects. A decision

was-made to 1limit the number of items in the initial analysis form
» ' - VA T - -
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- sub-jurisdictions qualifying as program agents. The administrative

"

" thfs report. Limited copies are available on request.

121

% . -

relating Ito the organization and administration of the PSE program and

Instead to collect such data in the second round (fgr Decem'ber 3, 1977)

N
("]

The second-rotmd -analysis form contains six major sections under the
heading “Institutional Effects Areas to be covered :mclude' the role

of the employment service, the role of” um.ons the effect of cinl i :

”ser\_ri'ce requirements, the role of political officials, the policies and

influence of employing agéncies, and relationships between the prime
sponsor and the Department oii" Labor.h The remainder of this chapter

presents preliminary data obtained in the first 'r@mid of field research,

Attention is focused on the relationship between prime sponsors and the

Department of Labor through July 1977 and some of the important.
charactenstics of the organization ard adm:.m.strat:.on of the -CETA-PSE

program in large city govermmnts :.ncluded in the sample

s - INTERGOVERNMENTAL REIATIONS UNDER PSE

Though not actually a block .grant; the PSE program resembles a

_block grant in Jbeing less conditional than so-called categoncal grants.

PSE grants nevertheless lave 1mportant strings attacned spec:.i‘ymg who * -

can be hlred, _£or_.how long, and under what condrbions. ‘Theré are also

s

reqmrements, as noted above, for passing PSE funds through to .

history of a progx‘am 1ike PSE can be written in terms of how tlghtly

these and other strings are pulled by federal officials in ‘dealing with

¥

4, The second-round field research analysis fqrm is] not- incluided in

F.
-1




state -and local govemments >

The first stage at which program requirements enter the picture

is the —.application process. Although PSE funds are allocated on a ————

formils basis, their distribution is rot automatic. Eich prime éponsor
is required to submit an app“lication describing the activities it plans
to carry out with PSE funds, and stating, through various assurances,
its in’oention to follow the regulations and pursue the goals of the

program, P‘i‘ime sponsors: must also submit quarterly reports to DOL,

' providing data on their PSE. enrollment and theé characteristics of .

participants (During the period of mtense buildup, beginning In May
1977, prime sponsors repcrted weekly on PSE enrollment. levels )

In its own review processes , DOL may raise questions about the
i‘ulfilln;e’nt of PSE requirements or suspected irregularities.; '{n .addition,
complaints by third parties--often dissatisfied participants or would-be
participants--cone to the department’s ittention, frequently through
‘newspaper -darticles. Where' DOL investigations turn up evidence of local

violations disciplinary actions ranging from verbal reprimands to
Vg :r‘ "

-
s

—reallocation—of funds my i‘ollow. . . N
Although admmistrative issues under PSE were not among the m,]or

'topics specified in the analy31s form for the first r_ound of field ’

cregearch, associates were asked to chara;:terize the relationship between

DOL. and the Jurisdictions(s) they are studying. Several assoc;ates' -

5. This subjeet is ‘ughlighted in the second report. on the Brookings-
Institution monitoring study of the community development block grant
- program, chapter 3, "Intergovernmental Relations under the Block Grant
Program,” “in Paul R. Dommel et al., Decentralizing Community Develovment
(forthcoming)-
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I'epor,jbed on, instances of tension or —disa’greement‘.betwee deralland .,
.local officials. A number oi‘ general points emerged fréom these data. - .

“The main .area of federal-local tension was prog ram buildup. ‘I'he

.

) ‘administration s economic stimulus package authorlzed hfs 000 additional T

N

public service jobs by March of 1978 .more than douhling the preexxsting «
program iev'el' DOL subséquently notified prime sponsors of their'increased

.- allocations and provided each w:.th a formula for computing month/ly godls
... for increasid PSE enrollment.d fAs a result local ofi‘icials i‘elt they were ’ .

under -constant pressure to- increase \hiring. Althouoh complaints :

e W

about this. pressure were almost universally reported }D@L -

went beyond -exhortation in only two of the samee jurisdictlons. In

neither caSe was the JUI‘lSdlC'thP far below target employment levels

o ]

In Semlnole County, Florida, PSE administrators received ‘a T S

- ’telephone call from the DOL reglonal office yrarning that then‘ funds.

'would be cut oi‘i‘ as of.5:00 p.m. that day if they could not report

sigm.ficant progress toward meeting the local hiring quota. The/county

» . -

was in fact close t0 feeting its target; the regional -office later

"acknowledged that ‘their report had been misread. _ The other casé- involved

.
S

both over- and undere'nr‘ollmént. ’ ' . -

e

'M@h— San Franﬂlsco Calii‘ornia

In mid-October ’J.977 , the regional office of DOL reproved the- San
Francisco PSE administration for -exceeding title II and VI sustainment
- ‘hiring goals and lagging in title VI project hiring. DOL pointed out that
expenditures for excess sustainment enrollment would be -disallowed and cited
regional bulletins threatening reallocation of funds where hiring lags were
found. In response, city PSE adm1n1strators argued: that reported: over- .
enrollment i‘igures in sustainment PSE’resulted from lags in receipt of' .-
‘termination data in the management information system. To achieve full’ ‘




compliance with the hlring schedule, they argued, it was necessary to . .
anticipate terminations and hire more than the authorized number of new/ ‘
dustainment PSE participants each month., At the same time, they acknowledged

the lag in hiring for title VI projects. In a letter to the .associate regional
administrutor, the mayor wrote, "Steps have been taken to step up’[proaect PDE]

hiring, and we will push forward aggressively in this area.,” But he
reiterated the position of his staff that the hiring pace in sustainment
activities was reasonable,

Following this letter, the associate reported no further DOL
action on this issue; 1ater reports indicate that actual employment in.
sustainment PSE appeared J:¢ - have exceeded authorized. levels.

A

5

.Another major DOL concern and potential souree of intergovernmental

H

%

tension is dlsplacement althouch again there were only two sample

,jurisdictions in w. ‘ch «_scific allegations were made--Detroit and /o
Chicego, The Detr01t case was dropped by DOL after an investlgation
In Chicago the dutcome was qpité different, and, in fact, this case )

received considerable national publicity.

Capsule 6-5, Chicago, T1linois

After an intensive three-week investigation prompted by
newspaper publicity, DOL alleged that the city of Chicago had
misused almost $1 million of its PSE funds. The violations
involved political favoritism and displacement, chiefly in the
_areas of street repair and parks. While not admitting the charges,
#& the city agreed to repay - the allegedly misused funds by hiring an
eqhivalent number of properly certified workers at the city's expense,
In-addition DOL required that the I1linois Bureau of Employment )
Security assume full respon31b111ty for intake, screening, and referral -
of PSE applicants; prior to the agreement the city and some' other
employment agencies had often identified prospective PSE workers in )
advance and then sent them to the employment service for eligibility -
checks before hiring them. A full-time DOL monitor has been appointed :
o oversee the PSE program in Chicago to assure compliance with the
agreement,. . )
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- Possible misuse of PSE funds is also being ‘investigated in New
Orleens. .
Ve

Capsule 6-6, New Orleans,. Louisiana

As of mid-July 1977, relations between DOL and the city of New
Orleans were smooth, and —i’.he associate reported that DOL had been
complimentary toward the eity's PSE administration, Soon after,
‘however, a Hew Orleans newspaper reported that a-DOL team, invited by
the city's PSE administrator to -study the local program and make
recommendations about possible improvements in administration, had
turned up irregularities. Most serious was the charge that more than
400 positions reported to DOL as being filled under the city's PSE
program were not in fact filled, . By late summer the riumber of
positions at issue had/ jncreased to over 500, and the city was being
threatened with the reallocation of part of its grant. The Justice
Department is now invgstigating the case,. o S

S /

- Cit'y,‘ oi‘fi’cials -in New Orlea;ns were reported to be re’slentful that
their i‘éqﬁest for ,aé:sistance led to allegations of irregularities.

Though- misuse of funds is a possible explanation for the unfilled job
slots, the: fact that' city PSE officiéls were dissatisfied with the
management ’inf‘oi'mation system and had requested DbL assistance suggests
that éoor’r?cord;keeping“n‘lay be an- equally plausible explanation, ’
Agsociates for many of the sample jurisdictions reported ditficulties
with ma,nagementéinformati’on systems, Inadequacies in local reporting
—sys’temé caused %najor ’problems in preparing the first-round field data;-
the.associa'ce 'i\‘ior S{‘;f Paul, Minnesota, for example, citedi this fac\:‘i:or as
the chief reasén for thedelay in getting the information for his |
first-round ana{lfyl,is. "What we discovered from-the enrollment data,"
he wrote, "is 'gzha‘t many figures provided to us were at odds with our

‘aggregation of the data from DOL printouts." The associate, for Kansas

1
f
|
|




City, Missouri, reported, "Cne of the most serious problems, which may

or may not be a function of national requirEments, is the lack of
preci%ion of #he data."

|
In Boston a DOL investigat1on led to charges of impropriety in the

administration of the PSE program, espec1a11y for hiring and select1on

-

Ca e 6 Boston, Massachusetts

DOL conducted an extensive review of the Boston PSE program during the
spring of 1975, generated in part by a local newspaper 1nvesta.gata.on which
uncovered cases of alleged improprieties. A report.was issued in October
1975, containing charges of patronage, nepotism, illegal activities by -
participants, and violations of res1dency requirements and length—of-
unemployment regulations,

Corrective measures centered on the revision of Boston's participant
selection process. From the inception.of the program, Boston ‘had used
a lottery system to select candidates from an -eligibility pool for
available PSE positions, Before January 1976 however, the lottery was
gpplied only to unskilled positions, The Boston PSE administration was
instructed by DOL to expand and revise this system to cover all PSE
- positions, In Oztober 1976 further changes and refinements were made
to expedite the selection process,

‘Although the lottery system proved to be useful as a tool for-
selecting participants, the random progess presented difficulties in
matching applicants v1th positions whicn require special skills. At
the time of field data collection, there was discussion of refining
the lottery system by adding a skill component to- the coded appl1cat10n
form, -

The DOL report dated October 1975 dlrected that funds expended
in violation of the CETA regulations be restored to the CETA grant,

In July 1976, noting the city's inaction, DOL notified the mayor of
its intent to reduce the -city's letter of credit for the amount spent
on ineligible program participants, A hearing-was requested by tae
c¢ity but as of the reporting date it had not ‘beén convened,

-

In addition to the federal-local issue described earlier for

San Francisco, a controversy between the mayor and the board-of
‘supervisors. received local publicity and is now being investigated
by both the Departments of Labor and Justice. The issue in this’

instance is thé application of the eligibility requirements for title

153
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VI projects..

Capsule 6-8, San Frfang:irsco. California

The PSE program in San Francisco, which will employ over 4,000 persons
by March 1978, is controlled by the mayor's office., In an attempt to
influence the program, the board of supervisors, using thirteen PSE

_ perticipants assigned by the mayor's.office to jobs in the ‘budget office

of the board, conducted 2 study of title VI project positions in nonprofit

_ orgenizations. Their report made widely publicized allegations of creaming,

" violations of reporting and other administrative requirements, and the

hiring of persons who were n.t referred by the state employment ‘service,
No evidence of patronage was found, despite allegations to this effect.
The mayor responded to these charges by pointing out the high’

‘ number of minority group’ members participating in the PSE program -and

denying that there were viclations of the eligibility requirements, He

‘also pointed out that the board of supervisors. would- not have been able

t0-conduct its audit of the PSE program without the help of PSE participants
‘assigned to the budget office, which included five college graduates, two-
persons with law degrees, ard one with an M.B.A. -~ - ° -

=
r

As the PSE program expands, it is possible that this kind of

_intragoverrnmental competition for control of the program may increase, -

The San Francisco case suggests that internal policing of the program

= £

mey be one of ﬁhe side effects.
The cases described above illustrate 'somé of the key iqsues in DOL--
jui'isdictidn relations--pace of buildup, .displéce,ment-, patronage ; gnd
creaming, among others, The overall record éf iptergovernmenfa], relations,
‘however, appears to have been relatively s@othi Aésoqiates for a |
majority of the sample jurisdictions repor‘ted tﬁa,t DOL-prime sponsor

relations were generally good.
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PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS ON CITY OPERATIONS

The Brdokings sample coﬁtains thi'rteeri city pfime sponsors and
three cities that are consortium members (fifteen of thesé cities have
populatlons above 250, OOO) A number of preliminary observations about
their operations are presented here. In particular, we note
differences between distressed cities and other cities in th's group

which .suggest -that t~.eve‘| of distress of a city influences its

approach to the orgarization and administration of the PSE program, ;
- Seven of the sixteen cities included in this ‘analysis are classified as t

1

distressed on the basis of their rating of -over 250 on an "urban {

conditions index" consisting of three factors: (1) percentage of :

poverty, (2) percentage of pre-194%0 housing, and (3) rate of population
cﬁhanfge fron 1970 to 197—5;6 Differences between the two groups were
found in-regard to both Pprogram organization and administration,

‘One of the first decisionéA facing city prime sponsors and program
agents is the assignment of éq}pinistrative responsibility for PSE.
Shoq;l.d it be managed by an existing line department c;f local goverz'lmentr
or run out of the mayor or city manager's office? The sixteen sample
cities were evenly split between those assigning responsibility to a
];ine departmentr and those where the PSE program was-controlled by a

" staff unit of the mayor's office, Line departments administering PSE

6. See "Urban Condltlons Inde -." reprinted from Dommel, Decentraliz-
. ing Community Develoggen (The Broo“ngs Institution, 1978; processed).
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programs included among others, the department of human resources

P

(Phoenix), the community development department (Tulsa) , the urban

129

affairs department (Kansas City),, and the community services department.

(St Paul)

However, .distressed cities were found to be more likely to agsign

msponsibility for administering the PSE program {0 the mayor's office

than other cities in the sample

and the associate for —Detxf'oi't weported that the mayor played a strong

i
Among the seven sample cities with

role in PSE decisionmaking in that city (see capsule 6-9).

Ta'ble' 6-1. Administrative Arrangements for FSE in Distressed and Other

Sample Cities

-

_ index scores above 250, table 6-1 below shows that only Detroit and

Rochester chose not to place their PSE programs in the mayor's office,

* Adminisirative

Index score arrangements .
m,gt;gssed r'1+1es'
St. Louis 515 mayor
New Orleans. 322 mayor
Boston 273 mayor
Detroit 267 line agency -
Baltimore 265 mayor
Rochester - 263 line agency
Philadelphia 259 . mayor
QOther cities:
San Franeisco 227 mayor
Chicago 201 mayor
St, Paul -+ 1h9 1line agency
" Kansas City 146 1line agency
los Angeles 82 1ine agency
Tulsa 51 1line agency
Houston -~ 33 1line agency
Independence 20 city manager
Phoenix “16 1line agency
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e 6-9, Detro chigan - ’

The PSE program in Detroit is administered by the city's Manpower
Department, one of a number of city departments., The director of the
-department is appointed by the mayor. In addition, the chairperson
of the-Manpower Advisory Planning Council is an assistant to the mayor.
Basic policy decisions regarding the utilization of PSE funds are
overseen by the mayor after input from the appropriate department
heads. The mayor's influence on the PSE program is enhanced by his
political ties. According to the associate, "Mayor Coleman Young was

one of the-earliest and strongest black supporters of President Carter.' -

. Because of this, when the city has had problems with DOL, Mayor Young
has taken -his case directly to the White House and has had Washington .
overrule regional directives.

" Although more study needs to be done om the importance oi: this
distinction, one would expect :centralized control over the PSE. ,pi\';gram,
to give the mayor or city manager more 'o;pp:ﬁtunii;y to cob'rdiiiate the )
-allocation of PSE ;ﬁmds with the local budget; ’this type of coordination
is 1ik21y to be more importam. ¢ distressed cities than to others.
Centralized managerial control, for example, might make it easier for

eity oficials to use PSE to avoid personnel and progrem. reductions
that would otherwise be necessary 'oec:;mse of fiscal pressure, As
pointed out in chapter 3, this type of émployment effect--the program
maintenance category of job creation--was found to be heavily.
cdxigégtrated in the larger and more distres<sed' jurisdict}.ohs. By
contrast, for cities without distinct hdrdship conditions, where the
PSE program affords an opportunity to take. ox; extra activities or
provide special help for the disadvantaged, there may in fact be
advantages to assigning program management to a line agency. A social

agency responsible for aid to the disadvantaged might run the program

(as in Phoenix), or the agency responsible for the pi‘égz‘am area in which -

A
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a substantial ﬁpmber of PSE participants are assigned. -
This discussion suggests that one would also expect distressed

cities to use a larger proportion of their PSE positions directly than

other cities. In fact, this was the pattern found to apply for the
large cities in the samole— ;For the seven distressed cities the
unweighted mean of retained PSE positions was 83 percént--that is, ',
these cities directly used 83 percent of their PSE posit:{ops in mid-
July in city operations. (It should be noted that for most of the cities
in this group, title VI projects were still being planmed or were jss't
gettin_g, underway in mid-July, which undoubtedly helps. explain the high
rate of city governmeni slot retention.') For the other ;xine cities, the
,imwei;%hted mean of positions retained by the city government was 60 )
,pe:ncent. -

Two other subjects are examined briefly in this section, the role

. of planning councils and organizational arrangements for tbe certification

-
-

- of eligibility.

7 . Planning Councils
The law requires that each CETA prime sponsor establish'r a plenning

cquncil for PSE, including representatives of PSE client groups, ncn-
profit organizations, business, the state employment service ,' education

and training institutionms, organized labor, and agricultural organizations,

where appropriute. The planning council’s role is advisory only.

Associates reported that among the larger cities, with few excéptions,

the role of thé planning councils was limited. Policymaking

respongibility was primarily in the hands of elected and agency officials.

(However, for states and smaller jurisdictions, planning councils

1—-
o
L ¥4




_Although city gévernménts tended to assign responsibility for

major policy decisions and administrative:omersight fo a single

office or depértment, in many cases that office delegated_ope;ationsv

to other city or state agencies, Most cities, for example, contrécted

with the state employment-service for certifying the eligibility of
"~ PSE perticipants, Several'cities theﬂ{ugedAthe city persoﬁhel

5

department to refer clients to cify agencies with job slots, A

»

number of different and special arrangéments'wer; used for title VI
projects. Some cities separately designated a department, or
céntracted with an umbrella agency, to workvwith nonprofit organizations
for title VI projects, initizlly sorting out the'épp;ications received,

and making reccrmendations on the assignment of positions and people to

nonprofit agencies,
The following two capsules indicate the diversity and complexity

of organizafional and administrative arrangements for the PSE program.

,éansgleiﬁ-lo. Chicago, Illinoig

The responsibility for the PSE program in-Chicago is in the hands
-of the Mayor's Offiice of Manpower, which plans, monitors, and exercises
fiscal control over all PSE activities in the city. The responsibility
for central intake, screening, and referring PSE workers has been turned
over to the Illinois Bureau of Employment Security under a contract with
the manpower office. The manpower office also has an interagency
agreement with the city's Department of Personnel, under which the-latter
- works with other city departments to develop specific job slots and define
specifications for the persomnel to fill ‘thcse slots. As of July 15,
1977, the Department of Personnel managed subcontracts with 177 nonprofit
organizaticns who employed PSE workers. 1In a separate arrangement with
the manpower office, the Mayor's Office of Senior Citizens and the
Handicapped also managed subcontracts with a small group of nonprofit
organizations. Sixty-four percent of Chicago's PSE positions were filled
in thirty city departments. 1In addition; PSE workers in Chicago held




- subecontractéd positions in the school district, the housing authority,
the park district, the transit authority, the Illinois Department of
Iabor, the I1linois Departmsnt of Public Aid, and the city colleges
,of Chicago. - :

Capgyle 7§—ll, Philadelnhia ; Pennsylvania

-

The mayor of Philadelphia controls the PSE progranm -through his deputy,
+he managing director of the city, who determines the allocation of PSE
positions between the city, the independent school districet, and
various nonprofit organizations, in consultation with the Pniladelphia
~————Area.Manpower Plamuing Council. Applications for positions within the
: various agencies-of -city government are approved by either the managing
director or the director of thé budget. -Nonprofit organizations apply
directly to the plamning council. T o

Job descriptions are posted and applications receive&ribjrﬁiﬁéfSta'te-—: o

Division of Employment Security. Candidates certified as eligible by the
Division of Employment Security are referred to the PSE unit in the
planning council, which rechecks -eligibility and then makes referrals
to specific agencies, The hiring agency has final say in the selection
of referréd candidates. AL . '
. The school system hires in a different way. Camdidates who 'meet PSE
eligibility requirements must also pass the civil service examination in
order to be considered for employment. Among those who pass, selection is
made -on the basis of individual need and bpackground, rather than on test
scores. .

QUESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE ’

.

There héve been new developments in CETA under the Carter admiﬂist;‘a-*—
tion which appear to move away from the block grant position and toward
the categorical mode on the federal aid continuum. (This is particularly
true of the new youth programs.) Nonethe;tess , the system mtains its
distinctive decentralization features. In testi;noﬁy on the administrationts
extension proposal for CETA on Febrﬁary 23, l§f78, Secretary of ILabor

Ray Marshall indicated an intention to continue the decentralized system.
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CETA consolicdated previous approaches while
decentralizing the formulation and delivery of
most employment and training services,
Responsibility was placed largely in the hands
of local elected officials who weére encouraged . ) )
to degign policy.-and programs to meet local -
conditions, We believe that experience )
demonstrates the wisdom of a decentralized,
. decategorized system for delivering employment
and training services. - i

Despite this general position by the Carter administration, the
recently proposed reautho:;'ization legislation has triggered a fresh
debate on the question of what strings should be attached to CETA. grants,
~ The ’é"ogtinui'ng, research for this study #ill not examine changes as a
: ';;»ésu;t_ of extension législatiozil;rt;ut it will provide a baseline' for
-.considering the impaet of new legislation on the organization and

-admin{stration of the PSE program.

*

‘7. Testimony before the Subcommittee on Employment, Poverty, and
Migratory Labor, Committee on Human Resources, United States Senate ,
February 23, 1978, p. 3 -(processed),

(P ]




Chapter 7

- M

POLICY TMPLICATIONS ' £

At this stage of the monitoring reSearch a number of questions are

unanswered “or onla? nartially answered. The analysis form for the December )
31, 1977, observation date contains major sections on training, transition,.
-and institutional eii‘fects‘ and will provide additional information for - L
appraising the net employnient effects and- social targeting impaet;"of the
PSE —p,rogram.' By this date, the new provisions of,‘: the 1976 -act regarding
eligibility, the project approach,.and the role of nonprofit organizations
are likely to have had more impact. The time available to prépare the
final report on this study will also permit additional work to compare :
the findings of the jmonitoring approach——with— data and research from other _
‘sources. Although the discussion of poli:cy implications at this stage is
‘—necessa’rily tentative, this cnapter addresses cdrrent' policy issues -on an
overall basis, relating findings made so far to the central policy issues-
to be considered in assessing thé role and efficacy of the— CETA-PSE program,

° Chapter 2 of this re'oort begins with a 1list-of eight objectives of emoloy—
ment and training t;rograrrs of the federal government, These objectives can be ,‘

grouped into three maJor ca“beaones--countercychcal soc1a1 and fiscal

relief. Each of these categories i’s the subject of a major section of -

this chapter.

&
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‘have had, an impact similar to a federal tax reduction.

- mainder was unallocated.

1% o

£

PSE AS A CONTERCYCLICAL POLICY INSTRUMENT

Incre&s:lpg sttention in recent years has been given to the propos:ltion
that the econom:.c pollcy of the federal government should operate in the -

public sector as well as the private sector. In 1977 a major package of

v-—coupter,cycllcal expendlture programs was enacted, half of which was in the

»

.form of increased sgpending under the PSE program.

The "data on economic effects summarized 'in chapter 4:of this report
suggest that the bulk of.PSE funding--approxiiately 85 percent--had an
impact in mid-1977 similaer to that of direct federdl expenditures. (No

. "

attempt is made in this study to gauge the indifect and induced effects

- of PSE for purposes of comnar.ng this federal spending with other- exp’en-»

diture stimulus programs.)* Another 12 percent of PSE spending was found to
Most. of tbe,sreu
H.oarding--that is, iongfterm increases in fund
%alanc'e"s built up as a result of PSEe—waa— found to be minimal as of the first -

observation date. . , ‘ P >

- With regard to the displacement issue, the results of this study . .

indicate that the overa'11 rate of displacement in mid-July 1977 was 18 percent--

20: percént adjusted for the relative weights natlonallsr -of CETA pnme sponsor

¢ ” -

types. Differences between the displacement ﬁndlngs of t.'rus study .and

.those of previous. studies are discussed in chapter 3 in relation to the

changed fiscal setting and eligibility requlrements; of the current PSE
program, as well ak dlfferences in ana1yt1cal approach partlcularlj for
the program maintenance category of employment effects. .ror 31 percent of
the positions studied, associates detérmined that, althoug‘n the positions

were in existing programs, they would not have been fili.ed in the é}bsence of

=
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" for governmental ,age_'ncies ) ’
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_ PSE funding, Because the program madntenance classifipation is potentially ’

more fluid than the other categories of employment effects, a tbree-part ‘
framework should be used in comparmg the findings in this study vrlth other :
studies: new services and 'activities (51 percent), program maintenance (31
percent), and displacement (18 percent)

The findZngs for December 1977 may be different, a1 ough the d1rectlon
of charge is hard to predict., Improvements in national d local economlc
conditlons could cause the program maintenance category tb decline ’ thus .
raising the displacement rate. On the other hand, the displ\ab'ément rate e
could drop- in cember because of the 1ncreased partlclpatlon -of noﬁré’profltv

- -organizations fnder the project component of the PSE program. (Dlsplacement

in the first dound was found to be lower for nonprofit orgamzatlons than

N
*
>

- 4 - -
Even .if an increase in the displacement rate isvreported in December,
4

At 1§ necessary 1o consider the fiscal effects of PSE in assessing Zhe

. program's overall economic impact. If increased displacement is judged by

‘t.he associates to be reflected in local tax reductions or stablllzation,
this -shifis the stimulus impact of PSE from the public to the private-sector

but need not mater1a11y reduce its magmtude. B~ .

.

De,aplte changes that may be observed in the second round for purposes

-of eyaluatmg PSE as a ‘countercycllcal tool, it is ihe f1rst-round findmgs

that are most important. Assuming. that the pattern -of employment and -
fiscal effects found for mid-July 1977 is regarded to be a satisfactory.
gtimulus impact, the ques’t,ion of whethe‘r PSE should,:'oe used as a counter-
cycfical policy instrument then must "b/e 'addres‘sed on s‘everal‘bases--

historical, operational, and social,

¥
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Experience under both the PEP program and CETA-PSE suggests that it

The 'Historic'a'; ‘Record : 7 e
i1s possible to build up PSE enrollment levels and expendrx f‘unds fairly.
rapidly. (‘f’;'he one question that is still open in this respect aeoncern;s the
project component of PSE. The Decexriber 1977 f:.eld data will provide
informatlon about.the rate of bzlldup and any major problems assoclated
with the bu* ldup for thls portion -of the program. ) ‘

The track record of PSE for disengigement--the other side of the
countercyclical -equation-~-is much lesé clear. The PEP program was passed
-a3- an -emergency employment program :fo;' a jt:;v,'o-y'éear period. Altucugh there ;

il"a's a significant decline in enrollment from its peak level, it was carried

into CETA title IT at a level of approximately 50,000. participants. The
CETA title II program was then expandc?d and title VI w‘;is added in the 1975-76
recession, Des'pite the fact that the economy was beginning tc recover in
Zune of 1976, concern about stubbornly high unemployment rates led to the
reauthorization and exl;ansion— oi the CETA title VI program., The additional ’
415,000 PSE pojs’i‘t’iiofns created urder the 19"77-78: stimulus package are now .
to be funded ,:through fiscal year 1979.

v 4 - ¥
The Carter administration's legislative proposal for a second reauthori-
. ) P . - .

Vzatj_gnAof .y CETA program, submittedﬁ to ,13he Congress in February 1978, seeks to
reverse ;.his ‘g'rcwtl% pattern. It emphasizes the- idea of PSE as a counter-
eyelical poliey in: trument. Specifically, the administration proposes an
'autqm?ati.g triggering system which would take effeet in 198Q,.; The plan ~2alls

for a base program of $1 billion to be augmented by an additional $1 billion

. . e
for each one~half of 1 percent by which the national unemp’ ate exceeds
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4 .75 percent,. Adnﬁnistration officials estimate that this wodld mean a

. / ’ /L
reduction in 1980 from 725,000 to 300 000 PSE p081tLons ./"

On the basis of recent history, there is reason to question whether
/
Washington*deciSionmakers--particularLy 1n—the Congress--would, in fact,
countenance such’a large reduction in PSE spending as business conditions -

improve. If such a reduction does not take place and if. in future periods

()"’

line nergency PSE funds are szmﬂly added to tée preexisting

(

base, “the result would be a steady rLtcheting upwards of PSE spending. The

1

/
long—term impact under these conditions depends on one's assumption about

7, 5P /

*

N

displacement ,

If limitéd displacement is assumed a steady ratcheting upwards- of PSé
iund;ng in pe 1ods of economiec decline could result oven»time in building up :
employment in:the publiec sector'to a point that‘would eventually raise
questions—as %o <’ie proper mix éetween public and pr’ -ate séctor activity

i
in the national -economy. ; \

On the other hand, if the assumption is a high lével of PSE displacement--
: . ’ ‘ . i .
especially ovér time~-~then the ?ssue raised involves’intergovernmental

finance. If the level of PSE spending 1s ratcheted upwards under circumstances

'where -a high proportion of these\funds are "absorbed" by the recipien.

governments the feceral government's contribution: to- state and loecal

revenue could increase to- the p01nt vhere the fiscal 1ndependence of other

i
i ]

levels of government would be s1gn1f1cantly reduced As it is, with PSE at
the current level and with the recent growth of other federal grants, the

federal share of local budgets has grcwn substantially over the past five
Al
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2;? . \\\xeirs, in no small part due to the increase in employment and‘training
- I ., - o

gran\ ;vom the natlonal .government directly to local unlts.

fflcienc and'E uity Considerations

Even if one assumes that an automatically triggered countercyclical
" PSE program would be workable--that is, that national decisionmakers would
-allow PSE funding to be reduced app“ec1ab1y in the recovery phase——there
are other reasons to question whether thls is an appropriate national policy.

It carn be argued for example, that it is not only politically difficult

"but inefficient to vary PSE employment 1evels w1th the business cycle.
The activities involved may not be capable of‘Pelng turned on and off
quickly.
In addition it is possible that even- if the federalrgoyernment reduces’
. PSE funding, prime sponsors will not follow suit. A nunber of cases in the

-

field data suggest that PSE aetivities create a demand and a constltuency

on a basis that makes it difficulc from a local perspectlve (especlally for
fiscally healthy governments) to reduce the size of the PSE labor lorce
quickly. To the extent local officials decide tnat PSE activities should be
,continued out of local funds even if federal funde are*reduced, the impact

of PSE as a tool of macro-economiz policy can be said to be asymmetrical.

1, The most useful approach. for comparindg the relative level of grants
to cities is to consider federal grant funds as a proportion -of locally raised.
general revenue. On this basis, federal grants were equivalent to nearly
70 percent of loecally raised revenue in 1978 for Buffalo, Cleveland, and .
Detroit, and over 50 percent for St, Louis, Newark, Baltlmore, Phlladelphla
-end Phoenlx. These data are based on an ana1y31s of fifteen cities by the
staff of the Brookings Monitoring Studies Group and the U.S. Advisory
‘Commission fur Intergovernmental Relations, The unwelghted average for the
fifteen large cities studied was 45.6 percent,.

: . .15y

-
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—ciclical policy'instrument. Once jobs have Leen provided to d%sadvantagea
persons th—need a foothold in the labor market, local political pressure
nﬁyrbuild up to continue to fund tﬁese positions for an appropriate period
of time so that participants can be Placed in permanent positions in the

public or the private sector,

This subject, the use of PSK as a social policy instrument, is dis-~
cussed further in the next section of this chaptgr. However, tﬁé relation—
o ship between countercyclical and social objectivés should be ci;rifigd here.

7 Therexient'to which there is a trade-off between the two—gbjectives needs
to-be considered on several levels, On tﬁe one hand, there are pracéical -
_questions of . speed and efficiency. As already suggestéd, the more tpe PSE
program is targeted on the disadvantaged, tie hérder it may be to adjﬁst the
program level as required for countercyeclical purposes.
§ , More fundamentally, the basic rationale of a program to relieve
: - cyelical unemployment causes it tq focus on relatively shbrt-%erm unemployment
as -opposed to structural unemployment. The admiﬁistration'S'CETA reauthori-
; ~ zation proposal, submitted this year, not only includesAgn automatie
7 triggering system to achieve countercyclical goals'bqﬁ also- loosens the
eligibility reqqiienents for éSE. It recommends that all participantsibc
required'to have been unemployed for the previous five weeks, instead of
. fifteen out of the past tweniy weeks as’ in current law.
" This trade-off in terms of the characteristics of participants’

i8 central to the decision about the relative emphasis on countercyeclical

-and social objectives under the PSE program. Policymakers may decide that

-

b
<
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to the‘ extent the PSE program is used for countercyclical purposes ‘its

emphasis on the structurally unemployed should be correspondingly reduced.

The essential question of legisletive strategy currently is: If the Congress

—

adopts the proposed -countercyclical rationale for PS;E, will thls reduce

its'.willingness to use public employment as a means of reducing welfare
dependency as recommended under the administration's "Better Jobs and Income” )

welfare reform program?

.

PSE AS A SOCIAL POLICY

s .
*

The goals of public service jobs as a social policy instrument can bé

summarized under three headings--service provision, social t_argeti’ng;,, and
transition.

The "leaf raking” or "make work" arguments against PSE are not supported

_by the data in this repvort. Associates in general concluded that the work
pérfqrmed under PSE is similar to that of regular employees. The "primary
gervices" of local governments are the functional areas of greatest emm,a_s'::.'s.
‘On the Qtﬁer hand, the evidence on social targeting is more mixed.
There is considerable targeting ovérall, and it is increasing under the
new project portion of the PSE program. These findings ‘are reflected in the
characteristics data in chapter 5 for participation by minority group members
and economically dise\\‘dvantaged persons, However, the large proportion of
persons wi£h a high school education in PSE and the still relét;vely low
levels of AFDC participants suggest that creaming may be taking place.
; On both of tm.q.e issues~~-service provision and sccial targeting--

additional field data are being collected for December él, 1977, which may
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alter the points just made. As title VI projects expand, £<:;r examp]:e , We
_may find less creaming, but ai; t1:1e same- time there may be a redu.tion in
emphasis on basic municipal services to thé point where some observefs would
conclude that the objective of performing useful work at the state-local level
" is undermined. .

In respect to transition, several associates pointed out at the field
research conference on February 1, 1978, that creaming is more likely

and social targeting :z:zore difficult ,ih-cas’es where transition goals are
stressed. But the jury is still out on training and transition. There is
not enough experience with the expanded program. to generalizé about its
7succesg in preparing disadvantaged PSE participants: for pe;rmanéht un,s&bsidize’d

employment.

’

Sombining Social Policy CGoals
For those who regard the social poliecy goals of PSE as paramount, T:I_Ie
essential question is: How should the objectives under this heading c(;me'
together? Is social targeting enough standiﬁg by* itself? 1Is targeting
énough if it is combined w'xﬂx the accomplishment of a considerabl%e amount of
useful work in the public sector? How important is transition in this
equation? Without success in transition, one can argue that the PSE progi'am
must either (1) return participants to the pool of the unemployed, or-(2)
gerve as a permanent situation for the participants 3s well as the jurisdie-
tions involved,
Even if the transition findings are positive, hovever, there is still
the question of the mutuality of PSE's social goals. As noted above, the

objective of service provision may be more difficult to achieve if transition




1s also required. The same tension is possible between targeting and

transition requirements. Such competition, where it occurs, is an important
constraint on program design.

The Limits of Social ?olicy for PSE

TIO—i)ractical points stressed at the meeting of the National Commission
for Manpower Policy at which the preliminary findings of this s‘l:.;ldy were

presen‘bed need to be added here. First, a balance needs to be struck between

. tne national social objectives of PSE and the value of thé program to

prime sponsors. Because it is a decentralized program under which the coopera-

tion of staté and local governments is essentia.l;z requirements- that are not
reas’o;'nably acceptable to 7sponsoi'ing governments may cause them either to
decline to participate or to find ways to circumvent federal mandates.

A second practical point about the soeial objectives of PSE relates
to its overail public acceptance. 1In the same way that national requirements

for social targeting can weaken the support of local governmental sponsors,

they can also cause the program to be characterized as a program

" for disadvantaged workers on a basis t.’na{t limits oppbrtunities, for PSE

participants to obtain permanent employment in the privave sector..
The administraticn®s proposed welfare reform plan has to be considered

in relatién to both of these points. Should disadvantaged persons be

‘separately identified under local CETA-PSE progréms and tied more closely

to the welfare system, as reconcended under the "Better Jobs and Income" -

proposal? The analysis form for the seeond round of fie'ld* research for this

»

study asks associates to comment on the ability and willingness of the prime

-

2. Sec the discussion of "The'CE'i‘A System" in“chapter 6.
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.—‘ép’onsor gofernments in the —Bfoéfings sample to create specially designated
" minimum-wage jobs for welfare recipients. ’
, There is a note >of irony in these qualificatior_xs about the social
: goals of PSE., In order to achieve the targéting and -transition ‘objectives
. of a nationally funded PSE program which requires the active involvement of

local goverrzents and private employers, it is possfble that there isa

point beyond which such social policy requirements cannot go. One can-argue
that adopting a - coun‘bercyclical rat:.onale (with its emphasis on shorter-term
m:employment) as one of the objectives of PSE may facilitate 7effor,ts tO'
relieve structural unemployment under‘ the currenf CETA format by meking the
program more attractive to local governments. Even if one were to decide
that national social objectives should ‘be the min focus of PSE, the cmmter-
cyclical rationale could in two 1mportant ways relieve the kinds of
political problems which such a decision might produce; (1) by helping

to obtain needed support and cooperation from local gr:»vérnments , and

(2) by avoiding imege problems for ther program in the pfivate sector.
Such a synthesis.of the countercyclical and social goéls of PSE suggestis
that, from an operational and practical point of view, there 15; an
advantage to having a single PSE program which includes both structural

and cyclical components but does‘not mke a sh;irp internal distincticn

between l;artic;ipants on this basis.




FISCAL RELIEF AS A PSE OBJECTIVE .

The third main category 7of PSE objectives is fiscal relief., This
is an especigll;rrr important issue to the extent that displacement occurs
under the PSE~program. Displacement releases funds that would otherwise
have to be used to fund the positions involved and in this respect affords

fiscal relief to the recipient jurisdictionms. Furthermore , this report

indicates that the program maintenance effect of PSE was found to be

greatest for distressed large cities. Hence, even without displacement,
budgetary relief can be said to be provided to these jurisdictionms.

To tie extent that fiscal relief and service relief objectives are,

- envisioned. under PSE, we need to ask whether this budgetary assistaqce -ie
going to the appropriate places.3 Two kinds of targeting are involved here’-e’
jurisdictional targéting (to hardship juz isdictions) and social targeting

(to needy. individuals). )

The former, ‘jurisd'ictional targeting, ties clésely to "urban poiic’y,"
although there is no necessary reason to use employment and training
prograxgs to -achieve fiscal and service relief objectives as ﬁart of a
natiériél urban policy focused-on distressed ci’tiies'. In fact, some urban

_ experts argue to the contr.ry that a concentratibn of PSE funds in

3, Fiscal relief afforded by job displacement is, of course, prohibi-
ted under the law unless a waiver is obtained from DOL. *Service relief
resulting from the use of PSE participants to maintain programs and activities
that would otherwise have been cut is not prohibited. In the former case,
the point made here applies only if some measure of displacement Is counte-
nanced by federal officials, whether informally or otherwise, im the
operation of the PSE program. ' ’




147

digtressed cities is not appropriate because of declining population trends
for these cities and their typically h®gh minicipal salary levels, as
borne out by the data on PSE sélary levels presented in chapter 5.
m Onera‘c1 ons

The system for dlstnbutmg PSE funds veries by title. Under title II

prime sponso'rs are eligib,le. for funding if their z_area has an unemployn:ent
rate of 6.5 pez"cent or more. Funds are allocated on the basis of the
prime sponsor s share of ‘national unemployrent, 7
Title VI funding is more responsive to varlatlons in the severlty of
local unemployment. Half the funds are dlstrlbuted according: to the
sponsor's share of national xmemployment, one-quarter according to the share
of unemployment in excess of 4.5 percent, and cne-quarter according to the
ghare of- unefiployed in "sub-areas” with unemployment gréa;ter than 6.5 percent.
Michael ‘hsemn in evaluating the distribution of PSE funds ’ concludes
that the program has been successful "to a modest extent" in concentratmg
programs in areas with high and persistent unemployment, but less successful

in channeling funds to areas that have experienced major declines in

: . L .
employment as a result of the recent recession. A more recent analysis .

by the Office of State and Loval Finance of the U.S. Department of the
Treiasu'ry shows the PSE program to be "minimally effective in targeting funds
to c;i,tieé experiencing thigh' fiscal strain.” The Treasury study -compares
the distribution of funds to sp:msof governrents under the PSE component

-
-

4, Michael Wiseman, "Public Emnlovment as Fiscal Pollcy," ‘Brookings
Papers on Econonic Activ1t1 1 (1976): 67-1014
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'Qf the .economic stimulus package with that for the local public works (LPW—)>

and anti-recession financial assistance (ARFA) parts of this pta.ckage.5

Beeause neither ~f these studies analyzed the efﬁ:e'cts of the title VI
foi'mula di‘si’;ribution separately from title" IT, they do ngt provide an
adequate baéiis for projecting the effects of the administration's proposed
exteﬁsion .oi% PSE funding, 11;1dér which all PSE money would be distrﬁuted
. according- to' the title VI férmula. ‘ ‘ v

Jrade-offs for Targeting Objectives

To the degree that it cccurs wnder PSE, jurisdictional spreading--
the tenden&y for federal grant-in-aid funds to be widely dispersed -among
jﬁrisdictiqns--shou.;ld be considered in relation to the national social
ob,jecti'ves of the PSE program., Spreading is more 7like1y tg——‘bé;acceptable
if social tgrgetingr is highlighted as a PSE-objective. This trade-off
between .a "people focus™ and a ,juriédictional foc@ for federal programs
permeates domestic policy. To .th,e extent that PSE has a people i‘ocus,,'i
one might argue that othervinstmnlertlts ought to be relied on more heavily
to- deal with the” governmental dimension of urb"anthardship--for' example; ARFA-

or its-successor and the community development block grant program (CDBG) .

13
- -

-
.

-
—

5. "Report on the Fiscal Impact of the Economic Stimulus Package on
Forty-Eight Large Urban Covernments" (U.S. Department of the Treasury,
Office of State and Local Finance, January 23, 1978), p. 6. Adjustments
were necessary for consortia arrangements for some cities studied. An
overall 21 percent deduction was also madé for positions which are
contracted out, - -

»
-
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THE NEED TO SORT OUT OBJECTIVES

B The purpose of this..chapter~is.not to present the authors' policy

I's

preferénces but to call attention to some of the trade-offs which must be

considered in charting the future for PSE. This program, like many

T ST
"_,..-i o

" “domestic programs, has had multiple objectives. (In fact, the PSE program
can be saié to be an especially distinguished example of. multiple objectives—.,)
This situation is unlikely to change dramatically in 1978. The major need '

g “ N .

currently is to sort out and ar,ticulate more clearly the national policy

-

{ ‘objectives of the PSE program. ' _ s

-
= . L

In the process , it is important that the dlsplacement issue, which was

the ‘basié reason for initiating this research, be put in its proper per-

‘\spective.- 'Displacement under PSE is only part of the Story of the program's
» :
je\co’nomi'c impact.. If dls:’)lacement occurs in a way that causes local tax

r\eductlon or stabilization, there is a stlmulus effect in tne private
sector, ‘although not necessarily on as job-intensive a basis .as- under
,condltlons in which displacement does not occur However, if the creation.

of new jobs and the reduction of uneleoyment are primary goais of PSE,

i then concern about displacement is appropriately placed

- In regard to the social policy objectives of PSE, the displacement
-steue\ is more complicated. If displacement occurs in a manner that changes
. . . ’ 3 :
the composition of the labor force of a local gogernment and at the same

time lkads to the transitior; of disadvantaged persons into regular jobs,

it could be determined that this outcome is cost-eff?ﬁjé/in comparison

to other social programs aimed at Ieducipg’mverjyﬁnd, dependency.
- = . -

hd
T 1

, =
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In the case of fiscal relief as a‘possible objective of PSE, the /

< - - . - . \ /
displacement issue has to be regarded on a quite different basis from what /

‘has been conventional, To the extent this objective Is co&iterianced' unde‘r

- « - /
PSE, it depends upon the acceptance of some measure of job d1splacement and

fiscal substitution under the program. ’ ‘ A ' /

- In sum, the d1sp1acement issue is 1mportant in regard to the cape/blllty '
of the PSE program t0 stimulate thé creation of new Jobs as-a way off re~
lievmg unemployment and in terms~ of aldlng the disadvantaged without
penalizing.other groups. Putting this issue in a better perspective should
be an important partr of efforts to articulate more -clearly the goals of “the .

+ "

CETA-PSE program. .

AR}

a
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T

-




“

~

- from t.Le assocm’ces on developments since the submission of their first
P g PSE program 7,-_,;_*_____2_,7:

- Program Bui.dup and Administration

Aare allocated to_private nonpv'oflt organizations, bChOOl dlstricts and

£111ing elots allocated to the state of Aflzona— . The vacancy rate there

Appendix A

EXCERPTS FROM THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE FEBRUARY 1, 19:2
CONFERENCE. OF FIELD RESEARCH ASbOCIATES

C
‘l‘he second conference of the field research assoclates was held in
Washington , February 1, 1978 The purpose of the transeribed portion of
the conference, chal-wed by Richard P. Nathan, was to obtain information

field reports. As in the body of the report, the names of field sites
are not given in discussions of the employment and fiscal-effects of the

’ -

/ - . o

'XCHAIR- The flrst topic we will consider is the pace of prozram
N

buildup and admnistratlve problems and issues.

HALL In Phoemx s Anzona , at the current time there are 3-,130

-

positions authorized for that prime sponsor. Approx1mately one-—half of S

those positions* ‘are maintalned within city government and the other half

the 'state of Arizona. As of December 31, 1977, 'bhc.re were ‘506 vacancles,

% ] :
which is a 16 percent vacancy rate e

J

The pace of the program from the pomt of view of the CEI‘A administra-
tion ir the -eity and the U S. Departnent of Labor (DOL) has-been

satisfactory in most areas. Problems have ocr'urred however? especially

was 22.5 percent, malnly because the state was not able to find people who
qualified: for the ]ﬂ.nds of jobs 1’0 wanted to create. /
/

"’he Phoenix city counc11 met recently to do somethmg about the overall

v

vgca'_nfcy, rate, They took steps to ach1eve better oooperation between the

—re’c'm::l.tin'g agency for title VI, whi_’ch is the employment service, the eity

. ‘ 1 0 ‘
’7 -, . 153 1',/9 1




perscnnel agency, and the personnel agency of the state of Arizona. One

steb involves placing an emplqy'ment service recruiting official in the

‘personnel office of the city so that recruitment and hiring will be

physically located in the same place for thfe first time,

This is not the first organizationa) change. £n official I talked to {

described the edrly days as '"mass confusion.” .One re'sult was the creation

of, an agency within the city government, called the "job stimulus department,”
2 which was aésigned the responsibility of filling title VI project slots
. ’ 1

retained by the city. That office is separate, although it is under the

/J
' / -CETA. administration .

The CEI‘A adminiutration, an umbrella agency, and the’ JOb stimulus ‘

department are orly two- of scveral unlts Other city offices affected by

.

CETA are the city manager s office the budget and r°search department, the

city council's CETA subcommittee, the pe“sonnel department and the manpower

v -

adusoxy\commssn.on All are key actors ‘that are 1mplement1ng CETAg.n,Phoen:LxA ——

’ T
, e e e
I

PRSI e

_.me e T%i11 just list briefly a few of the problems under t!is system, There

are problems caused by the speed of the, buildup and the city's- administra-
tive fragmentation. There are also problems. of —sﬁpervision, ‘coordiration .
5 . of statistical and accounting infometion, verification of eligibility, and -
until recentlir‘lack of job development. ‘ 7
’ LIEBSCHUTZ- 'Rochester, hﬁ;ﬁ has satisfactdrily met‘its schedule
of hiring under the PSE program, despite the fact that the citv had to absorb
millions of additional federal dollars. As of the end of December there
were approx1nu1+e ly 1 OOO authorized PSE positions, with less than 10 percent

L3

“unfilled.
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et me take a minute to talk about two causes of those vacancies,

-

.

First, in many cases job specifications and the qualiffcationé—of the

-

unemploﬁed'did not match, for example, for such positions as school

nurse 's -aide. R

The second ca?se of vacancies had to do with positions where the

turnover rate is normally high, as in the case of security guards,

Rochester has moved from about 20 percent of its PSE positions in

The - adnunlstration

-

The_Communlty

July allocated “to CBOs to over 50 percent in December.

of the CBO progects was handled in a - oecentrallzed fashlon.

Chest under contract with the city, was given the responsibility to

-

4

"develop, evaluate recommend to the city, and later monitor the*operations
of nongovernmental organizations with CETA progects.
the Community Chest certified 53 of approx1mately 1ko

including a'$35,000

. In September,

project proposals that had been presented for funding,

——  -ppoject fof the Gay Alliance of Monroe County to conduct a survey of possible

‘diserimination against homosexuals in employment and housing, This caused

great deal of controversy. Before the c1*y council had an opportunity to

consider the certification by the- Community Chest a. member of the council

became aware of this *nmmendation and the resulting publicity took the - -

" Miadle East off the front page of the Rochester papers. The council tabled

the natter. Many people protested to the. Community Chest, thinking that the

Communi+y Chest itself was going to be funding this ;mogect The Chest

reconsidered its relationship with the city and withdrew from its contract.

At that point, the city contracted with the Urban League. The Urban Leag

*Community-based orgenizations, referred to in the body of the report
as nonprofit organizagsions.

»
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1

.reconsidered all of the pr’oject proposals and reco .mendéd approximately ° T
. -one-third of them to the eity, including the proposal for the funding of T
the Gey Alliance, which the council then approted, ’ o,

MAC MENUS; In Houston , Texas, city'offici'als are generally wary of.: ’
federal funds unless the;; are for c,onstfuction pmjeg‘té. One of t[ie problemsp, .
that I ran iixﬁo was severe 'crganiz'ational shortco{nings, The CETA prggz’-'afﬁs
arefg sepérate division, as are commmity development and the édﬁxiﬁist;'ati,vé |
units for other federél pr;)g}ans. They are .not housed in city hall, They'
are commonly viewed as a payoff to miporiti’es. Consequently, ‘t-he attitude:
—t;t'—city ha_li’ is bagically, “Let these groups do what they want with these
funds," Theré was generally a low level of information about this program

on the part of -city officials and consequently one official pretty fully

controls these funds. There have been pillt]i!?l _problemns and the city has ]

1—1(;;;{;1; g'Stal;: tht;' h;ighest- it has gotten is--about- 59- percent. T'ne‘
shortfall is mainly 'atjcribt'xtable to administrative problems.

To give an example of some of thevl’)rohlems that have occurred, the .
‘eity had'trouble buiiding up a pooi of applicants because the administering
agency could not interview people who applied for title II and title VI
p’osit:fons at the same time. Consec;uently; ‘many people v;er'e‘_,cgminé— down: -

there on reading advértisements in ;the paper, "Jobs Available," and being
told that t_hey— came on the wrong day, tl’lat ;’Lt was title VI today ,and’ title
I1 'wés last week, .

Another problem was also related to the advertisements, which implied”
that. if people came down they woqldt— ‘get a job that day and a paycheck the

next week, A large proportion of the city's program is ruu through CBOs;

i
co
to
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many of them.are small and their financial systems are not capable of

: paying these people qu:.ckly., They have to wait untxl they get the money

from the city; by that time three or four weeks have elapsed and par- -

’t‘l’cipanfs have not gotten their checks so they quit.

.

Employment and Fiscal Effects - .
CHATR; I would 1like to ask the next four speakers to concentrate on
changes they have noticed ia their jurisdictions from July to December
in the employment effects of :the program and its related fiscal effects.
ASSOCIATE: The expansion of title VI project has had & great effect
on our city in terms of the types of projects undertaken, Title II and Vi
-gustainment activities, whlch had begun some years before , were much ‘more
l’i]ély to be i’n the prime service areas, for example, public works ,” parks
-and-recreation, real property;, +aking care of the property of the city. :
‘ﬂhen title VI projects came along +they gave the c:LtJ an opportunity
to expand what. they were do:Lng and get info variable services commurs’ ty
;act;lvit;es , one-time prOJects' it gave them a chance to e creative ani 1o
thirk about the needs of the commmnity, I would say t’hat%displacemem
gince the summer has been greatly reduced by the pro,jecjf. approach.. .
There is another i.portant point here, and that is the fact that there
15 a one-year 1imit on preject VI employment, Tt does not give the eity a
chence to become reliant on a parbicula—zj ‘service, Ii;'s nice to deliver
a- new service, but y’ou' are politically vulnérable when you take that P
servicé away.a year later, so these projects are often farmed out. It is
not. to the advantage of the city to use I;ro,jec,t slots in any kind of a

s

»

- ) 1
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political way because if someone is hired and fired in a year, they often
remember whe fired them instead of who khired them.

In terms of fiscal effects, I would say the main effects continue to
be job creation and tax stabilization. The eity has a géfy high tax rate . -

and very limited revenue instruments. The main burden" falls on the property

tax. There are tremendous budgetary constraints on local government.

%

ASSOCIATE: I will focus nv remarks primarily on the ecity gdverxﬁnent
and the ronprofit CBOs. With respect to city government and the basiec
title IT and title VI sustainment prograan, the PSE program was pretty much
in place some months prior to July 15. The interesting thing is that thgréA 7

?- .
-has not been that much expansion under the stimulus program in tue city

government itself. “The office administering PSE has had a fairly difficult

?‘**”‘“"ﬁme— ‘sel'ling the project arproach; in general, city departments have been

" quite wary about getting into PSE any deeper than they ‘alread& are, This

is quite clearly indicated by the fact that city departments éccount for

only about 12 percent of the titie VI projects filled as of December 31, 1977.
Looking across all ti’i;.les ; I believe tha‘é employment effects in city

government have been almost entirely job creation, and within the job

creation category, the effects have béeg to gxpand servieces in a number

of- program areas including law enforcement, sanitation, libraries, and-

health. ) . ’

7 It is diffi;:ult to 7assess’ the extent to which these program expansions

-are Eelf-pérpetuating-f-whether they are creating their own demand. Many of

the people I interviewed are pi'ogram managers, ané as anyone who has worked

’ -
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in'the government budget process krows, the program mangagezt is the first
to say that hls program cannot possibly be cut. One official told me that
opce a service, {s extended in.the city. it can never be withdrawn. I am‘
skeptica],,a‘boqt that. This ecity is quite fiscally conservative, and my

4

g‘gess"'i/s that if PSE were not available, much of the service increment made

2

possible by PSE would be cut back .

I will now 'shift briefly to the nonprofit picture . There is no question
- but that much of the PSE growih whichv has occurred 'since July 15 has been in
the nonprofit sector, The number of/titlexVI participants working for non-
pr’ofi‘l;s went up tenfold between July i%r,énd December 31.

Tn sum, what is happening <is that the city through PSE is providing
jobs to many éoﬁmuni’%f oraaniéa;tidns that were part of the OEO-Model
clties network; plus meny new orgam.zatlons which, as one program manager
said, are "coming out, of the wooawork" and organizing 1:0 take advantage of
‘PSE. availability—. Thus, the nonprofits are g’eneratmg the program volume -
which the city aovermhent and other govermnentai unif,tsr have bee_g unable or
umn.lhng to producé in order to reach hiring goals.

,CHAiR: As the title VI projects have inecreas e;: , and as: CBOs are .
‘becoming more and more important as szionsonng agencies, what do you

think this may medn for transition to regular employment?

ASSOCIATE: As you-look at the list of some 300 to 350 organizatiorns which

-

*

are. participating as CBOs, you notice significant numbers of organizations
with Iatin titles or with neighborhooci group or church affiliations. You get.
tae clear impression that there is a good deal of social targeting going on

5

as a result of PSE expansion to the CBOs. My impression, and the impression

of people I talked to, ig-that many of these are marginal operations. It will




be very difficuit to tell whether there is displacement going on, because

-

these organizations have proliferated and there is so much movement in and

out of them, Certainly, the general i}niression so far is that tramsition
will be severely limited, and these peovle will probably be looking to thé
next strap to grab aﬁer PSE works its way through the history of federal
‘CHATR: Any other comments? ' - A ?
ASSOCIATE: My perception is that CBOs may present a better opportunity
for people to gain unsubsidized employment when their:partieipat’ion in PSE
is over, for two reasons. One-is the turnover in CBOs; the tun;over in their
. regular employees is so great that if they are happy with the .way a PSE
partieipant hacs performed on the job; they are 1ikely to move that person

L

into a slot, or that person will be next in line to go into a slot when

gsomeone leaves. It's ,,;10,1: really a question of creating a new job., I agree .

on'thlat. It is very difficult for a lot of these organizations whfch are

very small to raise money, )
The other reason is that it is to a person’:* advantage thot there are

fewer people in CBOs, because then ‘the organi’za‘l:,ion can shew more of a

concern and become more of an advo‘cate for the: people in the program, Even

‘ if a job can't be found for a person in their paszicular organization, at

times I have noticed they have gone out of their way to see what can be

done for’the person, bgcom;'.ng an advocate fof tilem to get a job somewhere

‘else within the (RO or another agency. -

-CHAIR: Eli?
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“ . GINGBERG: Implicit in whet I heard you say is that the CBOS have to
continu@ to be funded tc have the overhead jobs which they ﬂll thn'x put
- these people into, so-called structured jobs of their own, An equally

eritical question for us ies, do the CBOs do better or worse in getting them

into the private sector and/or regular jobs‘.’ A11 you have said is that as
long as there is Aenough funding for CBOs and there is a turnover in the
’ overhead structure, you can get some people out of the work force into the

overhead structure. .

ASSOCIATE: It could take place in another organization. - - °

-

ASSOCIATE: Due to 'ﬁ}e fact that most of the people who have gone into
project slots have not terminated yet, this spring will tell the tale of what

will 'happe:n to the majority of these people, People have not had ¢o face -

up to- tha,t yet., — , T ‘ )

&

.

CHAIR: Do you see a procpect that in the smaller orgam.zations with lines
6ut to the conﬁm.mitya stcecessful woirxer can be placed in some kind
‘of permanent and regv,lar Xind of act:.vi;Ey, Possibly outsi’de of a CBO?
Toas the federal funding have to continue for that trans:.t:.on to take place”

'ASSOCIATE: T am not optinﬁ.stic about the poss'lblln:gt.y of’ 1t taking place

-’

the private. sector. Meny of the neighborhood gmupsl and CBOs in our
eity that have publ:.c service employees, in fact, are guite specialized. 1In

addition, they are often looking for a special person under PSE who

- &

~happens to fit what they are doing at that particular time., These are

often things that don't have much applicability, necessarily, in the larger

. labor market. - 4 ‘ . -

-~

.. CHATR: s there anyone else from a big, city who would Like to quickly

meke a comment sbout the relationship between increased title Vi's and the

-

FRIC  transition capability that gots with that? [87 s a

-~ l _ - - s N - _ -
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_ E‘éSOCIATE: I wanted 1':0 comnent on that point. With respect to the
3B0s, there are three kinds of CBC structures. First are those that have
been egtablished specifically to serve particular functions under the CETA
Pprogram; the intent there is to provide a certain commnity with employment.
If federal funds do not come down, that éroup—will dissolve,

There is another set of CBOs which have been in the volunteer_busin':ss

*

for an extended period of time. These groups may bring cn one or two BSE

£ .

workers to serve in a particular caracity, Tuey too will survive only
ineofar as there is federal funding, and thén they will drop-off. Whether

the PSE workers: there get skills to then go to another job is a matter of

‘conjecture; they will only stay 2s long as fedetal funds are available.

'meywill ove repizced by volunteers. —
There is a third group that is even more difficult to get at. These

are groups that provide particular kinds of services to the commmity, be
it an old—agé food program or the like. Theyhave ‘supplemental funding:-
from other sources. On the question of whether or not PSE workers in these

CBOs would later find” jobs in the private sector, in m~ ,judgmeht—, it is not
2
1ikely, !

4

ASSOCIATE: We may find well-established volunteer CBOs with boards

of directors who represent the private sector, where perticipants have a

—goc;d oﬁportum’.t’y for transition from CETA posi'tion_s within the volunteer

agencies irto unsubsidized.employment in the private sector,

rd

CHAIR: Have you seen any evidence of that? -

~ -

ASSOCIATE: No, but I am going to look for it.

"

T,

.
l

CHAIR: Our next sgaiéffié"fmmﬁaiomtx _government,

¥

'1e8
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ASSOCIATE: In my jurisdiction, I ‘think there has been a major

" increese in displacement since July. In trying to c;l;éssif.y the causes
* - /

for -that iilp;ease , I have identified four categories, The first is

abeorption. I am seeing a lot more of ‘that then T expected to see, in

““the 1itrary, for example.

P e a0

Second, there is simplj more conscious displacement than there was .

»

in July. The county has made a decision to put an additional twenty PSE’ people
into what must be considered normal growth positions rather tharn commit

funds ‘that they had available to thpse positions. I talked with-the
- ) ) ’ . -——
personnel director about this. He-said he advised the —comri‘y commissioners

N

against that, but in their words, PS.” was just too cqnveﬁient to avoid.

' ‘They expect a decline in revenue four to five years down the road, arid they
are«stockpilmg funds against that decline, f " - v
‘ :
The third reason for 1ncreased displacene{1t in my Junsdlct:.on has to

do with trans:.t:.on policy. The county has a pol:.cy which was set by 3 ‘Es
‘menpower planning office, which has broad-baseid community membership, that

ell susiainment positions must lead to trans:.tion to permanent employment

within two years or the subcontra‘.tor wlli lose the pos:.tmn.

One effect of this poliey appears to-be to reduce the number of people
that local agqncles will put in sustainment pggi_.tlons. They don't want to
get committed to positi?hs that théy can't réasonably expéct ‘transj.tiohr fyom.
However, when that is a geal--to place people in permanent positions--agencies

seem to feel mbrg free-to use PSE funds to train people or generally to usé

r'Y

the’ funds for things that would not otherwise be done.




_would have had to be a response; but since there was PSE available the .county

P
e

Since transition from PSE frequently means moving into permanent public

employment, it appears to me that attembts to maximize the transi'tign rates-

. are frequently in conflict wi“bh other goals of the prbgram, such aS',miIﬁ.Hﬁ29

ing displacement and reaching social ta')rgeting object:!)’.ves. Transition goals
seem to foster "ecreaming.," If an employer makes .a cox'_xgiui.ttﬁeht to trafwition—
ing all his people, he '.has‘ to be prepared to put each 'person,;in a regular
position. Generall‘.y—, that also means there is: 1ik<;1y to ,"De, more of a
tendency to use PSE f.:gr positiéﬁs that would b/e funded anyway. =

‘The f,our,til .and fi’nélic;ause' of increased digplacgmgnt,,_l think, is that -

there has been some unanticipated demand for public services',‘wheré theré 7 :

’s

,sini’ply»useg* PSE slots., ‘An example of this is that the state has banned t.{lé ’ '

¥

“use of herbicides for weed control alongside the roads. - Some of thE -

-

- ———

roads would simply grow over if you dld not.have some weed conﬂi‘ol and local .

gove'mments, are u,smgAPSE posit:.ons for this purpose. Had PSE pot- been
available, they would h,ave/-had to hire some people for thi'é task,
I am finding some- displacelf'zent too in CBOs, although less, I 2m finding
t s J

some CBOs that are hoarding morey while using PSE posi‘l'.ions} "I agked if

CBO off—:‘.cials thought PSE was going to go away.' They said that i’hey 'di'd not.

think it was going to/go away,'but they did not thin.k they would get -a piece PN

e
of the action for very lqng, because the way the local governments were .-

eating up positions there would bé less and lese for CBOs. I don't think
tnere is val1’(‘:x+,y to the:.r fears,-*aut it is their. reac:l'.ion x 3
CHAIR. sDoes tﬁe increase in t1 tle VI-and project PSEs and CB(’}Smmake o

1 4 ~ . 3

tai-geting easier and transitioning-harder? e
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ASSOCIATE: The city I am studying got staz‘teﬁ awfully late because ’ .
. of political problems and the handlmg of RFPs [requests for proposals].

In the initigl round there were about“800 proposals, 381L proJects .
[

(A i)

were funded in July, -and. hli;ing £6 some Of “thdse positions is still going,
on, At the point at which cur initial "snapshot" was taken there were virtually

no projects, s6 that was not an 1mportant part cf our analys1s We are just-
now domg the characteristies of people in fro,]ect slots ) !

: I think we -can inake several quick ooservatlons The flI‘St 1s that we

& /_/ are perplexed by the system of £illing project pos1tloﬁs The f:Lll:Lng

-, of those pmJects rivalled the Natlonal -Science Foﬁndatlon grant-making

in its complexlty , with- twe'xty-t'vo attrJ.butes that progects were rated on.

~ We are -try:mg to-analyze the revealed preference of the b\_reaucracy in

choosmg among the applicants, The cunous thing iss that the inltial funding

filled 384 prOJeets but when they got more money ;. 1nstead of 1SSUJ.Ilg another
.\ I o

. To 'd of RF%’s they kept going ‘dovm thé list, «So ult:.mately it only meant a /

~ - - L

delay of reQuests : St
< . On.turnover, since prOJects have ‘Dee'x filTed recently, we have not seen/
very I;JQQh:1 ;
, o,peratious s ]
‘ 'Il‘hat would .7 : :
x o A
“ 'nqpes £or the ability of.CBOS to effect tr’ansition 1nto the.private sector. )
- Our—evi'dence —is weak on that I would like to wait awhi e longer to: see..’ ]
3 C.me oflthe thines that seems to be coming out of the discussions we '.
have, been having. 1s’"the significance of personality--the style of business oy v
and operatic:n )b/i" t@ p)é-grams. l'he' perplexing thing for ah economj.st' ' :




18 that all those stories we tell of response to grants in terms of the
mrginal.pay rate and all has nothing to do with it. It depends an awful /

lot on the personality of the key officials. .
I will mention two other points, One is the out-of-the-walls effect

1 »

for CBOs No one realized there were co'nmunity-based organizations- like

’the com:mmity-based organizations we found. The seccnd point, and the 1ast
i

that I want to make is that I'am disturbed about .transition- as the only: or

\ .

fmain criterion of success, -t It seens to me what the federal govermnent is

in erested in doing is to buy a Job with a certain kind of characteristic
1

forL certain ld.ng,;of person. The monitoring effort should ask, when we go
. in‘(o CB0s, do we see. that kind of person getting those kinds of jobs? Eight-
E to-five— jobs? Well-.-managed? Do they give ,people skills and steady work 7
e.cperience that they have not ‘had? - / "
As soon as we start pusning this transztion everybody knows how you

make transitions--you hire the best people posszbl!. Ian yery frightened

.about transition as a barometer of success or of the qualifications of organiza=

‘tions to operate these programs. : .

. ' ; V. B L B
Functiorial Areas and Activities of" PSE Participants .
' /
CHAIR- We r néw move to the third subject area, the program effects of _

PSE. What kinds of things are people doing; and what yvould you-say in’
generdl terms about their output forvfhe commnity and relative productivity?
IiASSOCIA"“E- "It is useful to classify activities into sustainment, and

i
v projéct Under -sustainment ‘there have been major -and minor changes, as

A well as a continuation of what has happened since July. ) T .

3

-
«
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Above all, there has been a continued emphasis on the preservation of
essential ciﬂy services in the city I am studying in the wake of high,
although now declining, unemployment. ’

In the way of changes, something that did not show up in the first round
is the emphasis on educ:tional programs, h}he first snapshot date was in

July, when the school systems were not operating.

The highest priority both in the city and the schools has been pro-
tective services. Crime is a major problem, thg;e has been a strong
emphasis on crime preventibn. Beyond that; there has been an emphasis on
the utilitiesiand';anitation-egarbage,gollecting being a prime example,

Another majqrvactivitya’one that is continuing to grow, is social
service activities under sustainment, particularly youth activities, and
to some degree activities for the elderly and handicapped.

An additionalractivity—has been beautification, mggéﬁg the city
aesthetically more attractive, This includes recreational activities,
and in the public works area, cleaning;alleyé, improving parks, nature
‘ trails, and the.like, 1

L 4

;In'the—area‘of educational progréms,'besideS'the—security_emphasis,
there has aiso beeﬁ, as: in many other Jurisdictiohs,‘I would hazard to guess, 7
-an emphasis on educational and technical*assiétance—programs, teachers*
B aides,'nurses‘ aides, clerical help.
; ’if' . Urider the project approach, as in the other jurisdictions, there has
been ap increased usage of CBOs. Now appfoximately 40 percent of the project
-slots gb—to CBOs, whereasrunder the sustainment part of title II and title VI

it has been a very small percentage, Under projects the emphasis has been in

the area of social services--youth activities, programs for the elderly,

- o 193
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pI;ograms— for the handicapped, In' the area we talked about earlier-~-
transition--there have been some attempts at fairly immovative programs
in terms of transition from the CBOs to private employment. The idea - ’
18 that there are some generai management functigns , if you will, that all
organizations do and all CBOs have to tpi'ovide, whether they are federally
funded or fundfed from some other organization. They have to have
accountants; they ha:;e to have administrative staff, So through the
'accounting society, for one, there is a program to place accountants and -
bookkeepers in a community ,organizatipn with the hope that a.terwards the
CBOs will be able to either hold these people on their staf@‘ or transfer

3

i -
them to private employment, : .

And, in addition to placement into a PSE slot, there is also some
training involved, accounting JSraining and bookkeeping training. > Here
it's an OJT '['on-tye-job training] project, -as well as having some classroom

aspects to it, . . v

- 7 »

In terms of output and impact, the major.-ones have been in the area of
orime prevention and protection services. Crime, while it is still quite
’ high, has declined significantly, and has declined to a greater degree

than in other large cities. I noted there was an emphasis on youth activities ;

"
-

working with youth gangs appears to have been important where declines in

- g

erime have been achieved, Obviously, CETA is not solely responsible for
it, but I think its contribution has been significant.

| ASSOCIATE: The city T am studying has used all of its title II and
title VI ,s'ﬁstainmeint slots in traditional city jobs. Seventy percént of

its title VI project funds have been used in city jobs, This leaves 200

¥




positions for nonprofits, This, <;f course, 15 a low level of CBO activity
and 1t did not start until August of 1977.

The types of activities carried out by the PSE participants can almost
be pméicted by the way in which the decisions were made as to how slots would
be filled, At the CETA Planning Office, the planning process was t;) receive
directives out of the mayor's office as to which existing é:ity departments
had budget deficits and to provide PSE participants for lpositioné in those
agencies, | ) | -

~ Prior to‘title VI projects, the city was taking 35 percent rehires into
the program. These were peoplé who had been laid off and were not being
brought ‘back into their city ,jobs.’ Title II positions- were heavily used
‘for pbl‘ice and fire. The Department of Labor finally leaned on the city
heavily enough, so that situatlon has changed, but title II slots are still

being used for tradltional functions ’ llke street repair and maintenance

-and parks, although very few white—collar positions, These a“e Jjobs. you

can gsee. That seems to be the thrust of the adm:.mstratlon ‘We want people

to- see that these are real JObS

Title VI sustainment positions are fairly widely distributed among city

’agencieS', parks and streets, etc., although they have now begun to use title

VI sustainment positions for projects such as emergency medical services.
In terms of the type of activities, once_ag;in, it is jobs you can see,
operatives, truck drivers, 1abor‘ersv. ’

The: main —effec%s of PSE are maintenance of service levels within existing .
ii‘nncfibns and- expanding some services in under-budgeted areas*,‘ For title VI .
,proj,;c‘ts , 1t 1s my impression that these positions are seen as a nuisance

that will go away and therefore should be used for joits where you don't

185




outstationing.

want to build {ip expectations,

L : - N
see and. can identify with the city.

170 ) .

This is not the whole story. Title VI,

projects are being used to supplzment policeé services to get policemen

out of the office an? onto the street by hiring para-police under FSE, A s
They have 250 positions, though they can't hire that quickly; para-police

are 1arge1y female. ’l'h.v.s iz a real beneflt to the city. We had a problem

of lack of policemen on the streets; this should help change that situation,
I want to t'alk about two other thinge: One is subcontracting and

s I said, we have had little subcontracting under PSE so

far, Of 200 people, about 50 have been assigned to the schiools, all of them

-ag guards. Another 25 have been assigned to the housing authority, all as

-guards, Anothe;' 15 to the libraries , mot a1'1 of them, but most of them, as

guards too, The remaining 100 or so seem to have focused on culture and

the arts--dance, ‘theater, the art association, things that people come and-

' There is en infornal policy against

using any PSE money to support “research type" positionms.

‘We were told by the CETA administrator * haf; plans are now“ being made

to outstation under title I1I,

This would represent a major change; they

want to outstation to nonprofits,

My speculation is that the city anticipates-

a, cutback and is trying to hedge its bets.

in the use of title II funds for traditlonal services,

‘They have been vastly overextended

They plan to

" outstation 30 to 35 percent of their allotmenf to nonprofits., If a PSE cut
» comes they will stop outstationlng to nonprofits and not hamper city -services,
They want to focus on highly physical kinds of activities--winterization
programs for phe elder],y,,, for example. '
LUCY: I am golng to talk about -Charlottesville, Virginia, a- city of

about 40,000, The city ménager told the depariment heads to meet two primary
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goals§ One was to create slots that would involve prcductive work and

increase output, but to make certain that those jobs would not need city

funding in the absence of PSE or at the end of PSE.

A second goal was to have a redsonable mix of participant characteristics,
but thatAwas'definitely a second-order goal, assignéq to the personnel
department to impl‘emént and monitor. ‘

The types -of po;itions that have been funded has been very diverse,
more—blue-collaf-than white-collar, “but a substantial number of white-collar ,
positions, The nﬁx'iﬁcludes maintenance—and,donstruction jobs? managément,
,cleric§1 Jobs and,social sérvice jobs., There have been no jobs in,protectivg
: se;vices, or educa;ion. ' . .
’Therne;:brojects‘ran the gamut., They involved fencing, 1andsca§ing,

repairing playground équipment, ﬁorking on new parks, hirirg someone to

‘handle recruitment of‘senlor clt}zen volunteers;, :and- d01ng_1and-use_suryeys.
'Other'act1v1t1es have been in the nature of increasing the qua ity

of regular -services, thlngs 1ike weed cutting on rights_of way, street

-sign replacement, relocating gas meters, youth counselling in communlty

detention halis, éleaning up the mall, and things of that sort, The impact

on the commnity has been quite positive. iDepértment heads in general

are enthusiastic.. There is some concern about the productivity of some of
; .

the wprkers,'espeéﬂaliy in the parksl_gggigggéggé*BT—prdblems tHeye, the
parks department will have fewer slots in. the future...fhfk officials oo
believe the hassle of managing'PSE—worﬁérs is”not worth the effort it takes.

Since July, there has been only about a 6'percen;,increase in the
total number of slots in the city. This suggests that the city may be

‘nearing its saturation point as: far as its direct use of PSE participants’

v . 197 -




- ‘having two; or three PSE pOSlFionS There is some emphasis on health care and

 aid to the handicapped, cult‘hre and the arts, and social services.

-and rural areas, Despite the fact that women make up approximately the same ‘

172 ’ :

is concerned. ) .o

gEIB: Cl ‘are have not been majgr changes in PSE act,iv:@ties in Tulsa
sincet?tﬁf;’é‘sunmer, with the exception that PSE is being used to fill public
school teaching slots, ‘Since schocl was not in session-in the summer, :
such a change would be expécted. ’ 7

There are 681 authorized slots wj.‘th”a vacancy rate below 10 percent,
Those 681 slots are .divided between CBOE and the city government.

In describing the activity in the city goiernménjc T think the most
tell’injgvthing is that 80 pe_i‘cént of i’;s slo;cs are in foﬁr departments: water
and sewer, parks and recreation, refuse, ané streets. The activities of those
people are fgirly ty’piéal. ‘They -are -expanding services -as well a{s mainta,ining ~
seryices, We especially observed an expansion of parkf; and recreation services

and an increase in the frequency of refuse collection.

,w1t1;in,,c’;sos, there is a wide array nQj;'ds"e;ty:i,ces_i:n.nineiy_CBOS,-.a_ty.pical-GBO—-—-'—;—é

Characteristics of Participants

—ATI:{(B: Seminole County, ﬁorida, is a small county with urban, suburban,

- 5

percentage of" the county's labor: force and the PSE labor force, the dlf,ﬁj,mgg

A Dy

in the occupational clagsifications 'is phenomenal , Within, the PSE force,
we found women in all occupational categories, well represented. In the
county labor force, they -are almost -exclusively concentrated in ééryicé and

clerical positions,

198 -
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In terms of minority representation, which is quite distinguishable,
the PSE labor forece is 27 percent black and Spanish-American--an
increase since our first snapshot;—compared to the county'’s labor force

which is 13 percent
There is no doubt that the use of CBOs explains the social targeting

of this program. If you Zook at Seminole County over the last three or four

*+
-

years, minority representation in the regular county labor force has been
unchanged, They don't even have an afi‘lrmative action plan, Despite this,

25 percent of all t1t1e I particlpants are black, which basically reflects
the philosophy of the county, which is that this is a federal program.
'.mey've never had a federal program of this size. Their attitude is that PSE
has as an objective social targeting; whether we like it or not we're going
to do it.A 7

Since the first snapshot, one of the most obvious changes in the

_ participant mix is due to the fact that many of the managerial and

professional PSE participants have moyed into the regular' county labor

force, A higher percentage ‘of minorities are left behind, blacks

particularly, and to a lesser extent women, concertrated in lower —occupational

and minimum wage PSE positions. This trend also reflects the increase in

title VI project positions. What we're doing is getting down to the bottom

.of_the barrel, There are_ fewer immovative projects. end a lot.more short=

term clean-up, labor-type projects.

Briefly, since I should ‘also discuss other participant characteristics R

there has been a small increase in the number of participants under the age

of twenty-two. However, it is significant. Since July we've had a 20 percent

13
=
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increase in the total number of PSE partlclpants and the proportion of .

young,geople has increased by 5 percent' so has the number of people s »

with 1ess than twelve years of education. There has also been an increase -
t

4n the number of AFIC recipients wnich obviou.sly is a reflection of the
increase in project positions. . X

GAGE: There are- simlaritleo between Seminole Cmmty', Florida, and T
~Arapahoe County , Colorado. Arapehoe County has a relatlvely small program

of some 300 slots, It is relatively affluent suburban county with a lot

of urban de,velopyr;ent. This naturally influences who comes into the *
pmgram. Although there are dangers in generalizing (,, PSE participants

tend- to be- younger and’ 1nexpenenced. There is a higher-minority

PP

representatlon part:.cnlarly in terms of Chicanos, than there is in county

goyemnxent geaerally, There is soecial target:.ng on female heads of .

L

households, divorced women with children. There is also quxte a number of

“older participants, particularly-in projects. This shows up-a series of
pglafrv comparisons. You have ygt’xrig and old,*but not too many middle-aged
persons. You have hard-core problem ,_peoplg in the younger group in
particuiar; you also have highly trained people for selected positions.

There seems t0 be a great:er number of people sinc‘e July at th.e v .
professional levels, peop'1e with master’s degrees. I think this is--caused

by ‘the start up of increased CBO activity, now 25 pezg(:ent of the 500‘ Jjobs

being f'illed( The mix would, I suspect, be very different in a large -
;:ore city. 4

JERNBERG: 1 am reporting on St. Paul, Minnesota, along with

R4

Dana Young. St. Paul treate CETA and PSE very seriously. They have as

, gpo
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théir primary goal em;ploymeut,, not dis‘pla'cerﬁent,‘ not providing traditional i

!

pe

‘services, . ’ : X
" In terms of characteristics, St. -Paul does not te;z:get for.any .

particular group exéept veterans, though they are haw./:ing trouble meeting
this goal. There is no special stress cn AFDC rec;ipients' or women or .
irﬂ.norities. The prime- sponsor feels that the outcomes they havé been
getting Sinée they staz"ted are aé good .as if they had ‘had a more elaborate
strategy. They feel they have 2 g%o’d in}.‘;n;nétibn network, there 'i‘s no bias
in the system and -everybody's- got a fair ‘chance.

One of the things I thmk we ogght to ;tfe:SS' is that targeting goals

'\

are not easily ,me‘b in Jﬁ.nnes;ta. We have a'very small minority pppu;ation s
and, while Minnesota has a sizable Native Amencan populatlon it ti;ms out
that the Native A:lern.cans in urban areas are concentrated in Mlnneapolls,
not St. Paul, M:Lnnesota also has a- reputation for success in terms of the
—completion of high school, reflected by ‘the rather "ow turndown rate for
—the military draft in p:‘ev:ioug years. ’ .

' The population of St. Paul is about 300,000, about 5 pe.r;ent minority. -

__._Minority employment in-city —gdvem’xneui generally is about 5 perqént. When-

you iook at PSE you find that St. Paul is doing a good job, In title II
' ) ~t

there is 26 percent minority, for title VI sustainment it is 46 percent as

— - . 1 - LA .1\ R
zg; 'DecéTnberu:?i and 36 percent in title VI projects. St. Paul is doing its

‘e,

7&&& . _ T

e,

Even without a targetmg strategy, there’are many ;moré’women than otherw:.se
-would be the case, The -eity government work force is ’(3 percent male PSE

title II is 60 percent male, title VI sustainment, 59 percent male, and title VI o




-

»

pﬁo,]ect 64 percent male

[s]
The interestlng thln,, to me is that there has been. 1little noticeable

change in characteristics from the first snapshot to the second, One .
change however was, a doubllng in minority partlcipatlon in title VI
projects mostly I think because there were just a lot of- unemployed
highly talented people waltmg for something like pro,)ects and St, Paul
early on approved a pmject for highly s]d.l-led*artists, So there was very-
- low minority participation in projects in August, and'a doubling to 36

percent in ‘Decembe'r. N

To me, the interesting comparison is nat from summer to December but

what happened tefore PSE. 'St, Paul has a couple of decision Tules, One is

a $10 ,OOb limit; there is no supplement on that,
- &

toivai'ds PSE employment outside of govemment.

This rule serves to push

. Some 70 percent of total

PSE employment is subcontracted out most of it to nonprofits.

There is-

- also a one-year limit on emnloyment

-Employment is the goal and, since -

the fall of 1976, St. Paul has had a policy whereby to be eligible you must

~ be eligible under the new title VI eligibility requirements'.

There is a

"'dé’-creaming'"' effect in 'ét Paul,

If I can give ycu a feiv contrasts, the-

~

7 . Previous year mmorit,/ employment. under title II was 15 percent By- .
- 77 August of ‘97—7 that had gone up to. 26 percent, In title VI sustainment in
1976, before the new eligibility requirements, minority employment was 24 7
percent, It had gorie_up- to lb percent by December 1977,

7 In —terms »of :economic disadvantager PSE-II the —previous yeir was- 35

- elpercent' this past August it was 79 percent “and 1t dropped to 78 percent

: 'fby Deceu}'ber ~In fitle«VIksustainment it ‘was. h2 percent the year béfore.
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With the new eli‘gibi’lity requirements‘ it has.gone up to 86 percent and now
87 percent, For title ’VI projects it's now 87 percent.

We don't have a love affair witir St. -Paul; we had some data gathering

problems with them, but nw impression is they seem to be trying hard to

get the JOb done in terms of meetmg the eligibility requ:.rements and
3

policies of DOL and getting" people to work, P . : o

" WISEMAN: Do you know how many other prime sponsors are tak:mg everybody

on. the new title VI requ:.rements sh:Lft:Lng all hiring over +o .those . S
. requirements” San Francisco does' that, too. S . ‘ .
JEND : +-St..Louis alvays dld. ‘ '
:CHAIR: ’ Our next speaker is study:mg two count:Les or panshes in ) 7
Louigiana, JQ" - & .

about 90 peg'cent‘ urban: TIn all other respects, however, they differ

- -educational level of Je’ffersoh Pa“ish ex’ceeds 12 years, which for Ibuisié.naé

WAGONER: Both Orledn Parish [New Orleans} and Jetferson Parishare

sigiﬁ'ficantly. Since my discussio oi;the charactenstlcs of theuparﬁlclpants
will “depend on what pansh they are lan want to make a few remarks on - 7
—the -parishes themselves’ T B o ", - - :

'J,e;‘fersqn Parish ie roughly 13 perb%\t black and New Orleans is L6 .

percent black. In terms of populdiion growth between-1960 and 1970,

,}]’e'ffersgn:—grew by 61 percent, Orleans' population fell by 5.6 percent. - The

is well eduf'ated Orleans Pansh is 1ess than 11--there's a 1.5-year

e d. © arist oy

) ’d:lfference in —e’ducatibn'al level, The median family income 4n T efferson .

Parish 713 140-percent, that of Orleans Parish, Jefferson Parish has only

8.5 percent poor families and Orleans Parish has 21, 6 percent,




In essence, Jefferson Parish is a bedroom for New Orleans; the bulk

-

of the labor force in Jefferson commutes acrods the parish line to work in

New Orleans, ' 8 - ) .

' I have to start off by apologizing because in November the Department
of Labor tound that 549 people claimed to be in the CETA program in New.

:Orlééns were not there. As of_ noév?fsthis looks like a management systems ‘ _
problem, People have been resigning for a lo'n_g,';bime and no ore .noticed.

—C}"I'A —i)eople“wefe not to‘id-about‘ it and contin/ueé to carry them as employees.
Let me make gome remarks about ;he dijfferences between now and July.

The total for CETA ‘in New Orlea:ns is up. It's difficult to say exactly how . ° .

many, given what. I've JuSu said, but 1t is-up by more than 500 In,’t,itl’e“VI
there are now, and. this“is a fairly hard figure , 1,836 people " Participants
are 59 percent male and 45 percent female, 'One of' the 'biggest changes :since
July is the large 1ncrease in the numbet of females up from bgreiy a third ’

in July to 45 percent in December,

The ‘CETA population in New Orleans under title VI was 34 percent black

* .a8 of December, Again, remember New 'Orlea“ns has & 46-47 percent black S

~ population, There has been a. relat'tvely 1mportant inerease in these terms
.s:[.ni’:e July, It's hard to :say -exactly how much, ‘but there ‘has- ‘been -an- ' .
;ncregee. There :ﬁasf also been an inere@mder title VI in the —number and:
_percent of participents on aid to familfes with: dependent children or some _

other form-of public assistance. . .
R A ‘ P

__Title II for New Orleans now has a total of 637 participants.’ Kgain

that is up but I don't lmow exactly how much, That group:is 42 percent

femalejs there has been little change in this proportion since July. ia
e

group- s about G5 percent black and that represents a significant inc ‘s ,

2&4 R -




up from about 85 percent in July, Again there has been an increase in the
number and percent of participants cn aid to families with dependent
childmno hd "

Now I come o0 the most distressing statistic of al.. From October 1,

-~ 1977, %o December 31,1977, of the total 1,836 people in title VI, six

entered unsubsidized employment, Of the 637 in t2tle I , two people

* -

entered unsubsidized- jobs, . . :

3

~

In Jefferson Parish overgll CETA employment is up by 14h not a great
deal but it is up. Under title VI, there ars 42k people up by 160, mele
l}3r percent female: 57 percent 'I‘here ig very little change in these terms
am! the wh:Lte-black proport:.on has also rema:.ned about constant although A
there has been a sl:.ght 1ncrease 1n the percentage of blacks in the program

- A

- now about half,., There hag ‘been 100 percent increase in the number of

-~

'Indians-afrom one; up-to two Aga:.n there has been in Jefferson Pdrish a.

relative 1ncrease in the number and perc.ent of particlpants on -aid %o families
withf dependent chlldren and other forgs— of —public* ass:.st,ance under title
v];.' . . . . o
'” Underftltle II"there were 102 people in December, aéyn 16 since July.
I don't know why it fell but it did, Malés accounted —for 31}‘ percent, females
66 percent. That represents e ;2in a slgnif:.cant increase in females from about
46 percent in— July, There were 55- percent whites and 1}5 percent ‘blacks-
- under title VI in Jefferson Parish in December, here we had -an increase” in-
: . the peroentage of whites sinee July., Title II was about 63 percent black, in
July. and riow it is -about 45 percent black, ‘Again, in Jefferson Parish under
title II there has been a felative increase in the nnmber and percent of

4
-

people on aid to families with dépendent children—,
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‘There has been very little change in the age distribution so I will *

stop here,

- CHAIR: You get the prize for covering a lot very quickly.

Imﬁéit{on Experience
CHAIR: The next group of speakers will concentrate on transition
experience
JACKSON: -I am studying five rural counties in Southern iliinois. Trans-
ition is somethihg that is given a lot of 1lip service. It is an impo;:bant kind
of symbol and I think it helps to légi-tinﬁte ;bhe program, The people‘ I deal
, w:lth -are very conservatlve people--especially publiec off:.clals and the ’

*

-represeéntatives of private 1ndustry on various advisory commlss:Lons They
Y4

are very big on trangition and | how thls 18 an :meortantuprograwbecause It
. ¥

‘helps train people- and get-them into some kind of permanent job, ultimately
in the private sector, ‘

Yet in reality they are somewhat v‘ixlnérable on this point. The piace
whe';ce 1t operated best it seems to me is clearly in the public *secto‘;' slots.
‘There has been some 'lj,ran's..:’ition— and thex:e _continues to be some -successful
transition from public sector CEI‘A spots into standard jobs at the Vcourt:,
houses and city hall, What they do is take the CETA peoplé and put them to

" work aﬁd vhen a regular slot 3oﬁes open, when there is a retirement.or
resignation or whatever, —the.y take the best CETA pe;sc;n— and move them into
that- slot,

A count’ryi commissioner told me that CETA enabled them to_get. away from

o

p'atrb:';age, as-a way of filling these slots, It gives them a chance to find- out .

who -are the best employees; they taka them instead of hiring in a patronage
-fashion. ' J '

206

ks




181

There is less transition taking place to the private sector They did
a study of this which I have not had a chance to get through yet, “but. officia].s
are aware of this as a problem and they are making an effort-to do better.
They are g:l.v:Lng h:Lgh pnority to several special progects because the projects
are in areas where there are related personnel needs in the private sector.
There is a big special project on registered nurses, “for examplé, with -
tral’mingl by one of the commnity colleges. There is another pno,jectr on

the maintenance -of :::nduetﬁel macn:’.nery ‘because several large :’.pdustﬂes

heve ind:T.cated‘r a need for nﬁntenance people. I think they' are really
,' worrying abolit transiiion, I think they ‘woulAd say that giving people &

job and training is terribly important in spite of the fact that they are ’

-

Tiot 8§ successfil as they would like -on transition, They v‘vould"po:.nt out
that a lot of times this is the first job-a person has had. While th’esr may
not be getting a specifi'c technical training t,het they -did _nctrhave before,
they are getting something perhaps more JAmportant and that is .the experience
-of having a job, the expenence of showing up at “work on t:.me. ‘They are 7
learning what it means to work with peers, what it means to get along with
the boss,. "and a_whole lot_of things we take for granted Of—i‘icials
involved in the Shawnee consortium would say this is terribly important--
that while PSE may not lead directly to an unsubsidized Jjob, it will make

these people much more marketable in the. long run,

-

PAIMER: Jim Horan and I are reportmg on the Penobscot consortium which
covers two: counties-in Ma;ne;, ‘Penobscot Countyrand;:Hanco,ck ‘County. They have

a total population of about 200;000 people and about 170 PSE positions.
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I would like to start by talking about the relationship between

-

training and transition. The primary government we are looking at in

this consortium is othe city of Bangor. Bangor -does not have its own

!

program as such because it i; not a prime sponéor. But -several of the

rs

positions. that Bangor get from the consortium involve training, positions

. The consortium itself maintains an extensive training program. Thi
consortium utgf.lizes CETA title I as the ckzorer program, aiid the entire-
emphasis of title I is on training programs, work experience’, classroom
trainin’g,,\'andi on-the=job training. ‘ ,

The- conégréﬂxm: régards, training potential 23 a significant factor in

-choosing employing agencies. ‘One of the respgnsibilifi'es of sponsors is

such -as work in the rodent. eztenﬁna@@gp and- lead poisoning control program.

to-ensure that a particular job holds the promise of ,ﬁg’eeﬁhg seertain’

critéria, such as training opportunities and transition possibilities.

Agein, aiiliough the city of Bangor does not have a transition policy,
the "Penobscot_ ¢onsortium does, and it applies throughout the entire two-
-county area, The congoriiium!s ,plar;ne;i tr'ansiti'o'ﬁ rate for ,fis'calf_.y,ear 1978

~ is 64 percent under title II and 52 percent under title VI, In the first

querter of fiscal yeer 1978 the actusl transition ate on subsidized
employ,xﬂent v:r;as -80: percent under title IT and 50° pe;ce'nt,'unde1- title 'VI.
These figures are high, probably due to three factors. -

L _ Number -one, véiiy’ éar'éml:s'ele,étipn., In this —céi;sqrtium— we a:_'é talking

about 170 positions going to perhaps 80 wAlts in totel, which includes

=1

- o both governments and (:B0s,. ‘Uriitsfhai:'e— to: demonstrate a need for the-

position and’ therefore the rate of job creation, too; has been very ‘high,

P
7
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-Second, we are talking about small governments that have traditionally,
because of the conservatism of Maine, tended to be understaffed. Therefore

“there is more opportunity for more people to remain in employment once

" they conclude their PSE program,
.Third, -and probably most impertent, the consortium maintains a conscious

pol-:!.cy~of:’-transiit'ion-f—*l'heﬂ.mte;ofmtransitionnca_rj,es( among commmlit;:es in

1 ;
< the consortium, It. is relatively low in Bangor, we think because of the

3

em;has:Ls 1n Bangor on ‘title VI positions, Tt was much. higher in the other

governments that have one, two, or three- positlons each - mostly under t1t1e II

It is also ,chara'cterist':i.c of transition that it tends to be into the public

sector rather than.the private. -

’

merev'are—no—formal—reports on~‘bransatien-experience The data we_ u's#e.
are from the management information. syf;tem, filed with the consortium, 'and

S cross-checked with the personnel departments of t‘he particular communities.
The consortlum states its trans:Lt:Lon policy in a letter sent to potential
employment agencies, At the .present time ‘this letter is being revised, In
a few woeks the consortium W’.Lll 'be gending out a new letter saying that the

B ;emp],oying: agency must return a signed form certifying the length of time
requiré’d— for the PSE position, thé*’fd.nd of outcome to be -expected, and-a
realistic ex'pectat'i?n of the-transition possibility. A’ .

“KATZ: To date, the city of Boston has done little more than pay

,,J.ipeervice to the tr'ans,itibnihgj of PSE par*tici’pénts., Although the

importance of transitioning is mentioned in contracts and used as a

criterion for choosing projects,. the lack of a monitoring process and - o :

compliance standard relegates transitioning to the ‘status of suggestion

e
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rather than a program priority, There aré two explanations of the

-

negligible role of transitioning to date. First of all the title VI

project legislation with its heightened emphasis on fast job creation

in areas with high unemployment-has-reduced transitioning to a concern
(rether than a program requirement). This orientation has spread to
- “the sustainment programs as well, The other "inf:_!’.uencing factor is
_ that t’ﬁg Boston PSE office has. not had to deal w:Cth a mass wave of

partf;;’ipantg leaving the program,. Nine hundred sustainment participants

‘ have been in the program for over three years and the title VI projects

will not produce & large turnover till late spring. '

A recent regional DOL decision limiting all BSE participants to

£

ohe year in the program means that rll-3;800PSE “enployees will EY— W}
i

terminating over the, course -of this calendar tyear, This decision and

the cpnscidus,—st'rategy—of —creating new Jobs as fbhé kéy to,—rec‘qnqmic

“developrent has elevated transitioning to-a top priority status for the
new PSE administration,

Plans to create a strorg transitioning capability -are -emerging on .

N

two levels, -On an organizational level all employment tra*t ning programs

‘have been nrganized under an Employment and Economic —Pol—icy Administration.

This office alsc has responsibility for the Youth Employwent Grant-and
for —at,'tra;éting new- jobs in Athe-iprivat,e. ‘'sector in*v'BQS.ton.T‘ City officials
‘hope- that this ;"ebrgénj.’zatibn:;ﬁll‘ offer the: :adv?,ntage,s;pt‘ better
—'coél‘aixigtic’m bét‘ween—:é]r:iili—lsi tr’aining; employment fexpe'ﬂent:e ,:;ind:'the—
tranéitioning procésé. The administration plans- to put a greater
enphaaia on* client assessment and appropriate placement by ‘having at

“ - 2L0
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its hands-a wider range of training and employment opportunities. A

centralized computer system which matches the needs of participants to ~
- available programs -and jobs is also planned. : —~ N

‘The other effort to improve transitioning will take place in the

F~~_centmciing and mon;f;’toring process, A ynex_i goal of 50 percent

contracting with city and nonprofit agencies. Wj.thdraWal of slots or
no future contracts would be the penalty for nqneempiiange. i A
. _Even with this elaborate plan-on the boards it is evident that

* major problems lie ahead. Perhap’s-th'é biggest barrier will bé matching
. the' types of jobs'created by PSE to private sect‘or—opportxmities As

is the case in many clties low-skilled and no-skill jobs are the

transitioning will be pursued by adopting placement standards im — — - - . .

quickest and easmst to create in order to meet. the requirement for
;p'articipatj.?n——of target groups. New timetable pressures- instituted
by. DOL —have,:reinforced this‘type of job creation. At the.end-of the
' program the partlclpant is -a low—skilled transitioning prospect who

1111 have to take a salary cut to enter a comparable job in the private

In order to transition PSE. workers in stagnant -and declining citles
the PSE program will-have to -build stronger 1inks with private industry
{perhaps even ipclude them in the prpgram);, have their finger on-the
pulse of regibn;;l— i.nduStria:;L' developﬁie'nts—, and change the image of the
PSE pfogrem for the participapts, the community,.and the business sector.

3 i Ed

‘sector. ~ That job more often than not is nonexistent. i




 PSE employees in St Louls are from the welfare rolls 75 percent are male

70 percent are 1ow-income as def1ned .n the gu:Ldel:Lnes. There are 10

WENDEL: There are a number of unique aspects of the St. Louis program
which give'us an opportunity to at least -address and maybe test sorpe
hypotheses, in(i'luding ‘Eli Ginzberg's challenging— one conce‘ming the ultimate -
test of PSE of being transferaoility '

St, Louis has 3, 400 PSE employees on board nght now, half in the city™

“and half in CBOs. St. Louis has, from the very beginning, 1nsisted upon

‘tatgeting—for- —low-i-ncome«population.-_ In other j‘glﬁ o~ the kinds of title

- VI requitenments which are coming down now are what St. Louis has followed - ,-

intentionaily— since the very beginning. As a résult _ 30 percent of the

>

galaries in St, Louis above $10 000-- There 1s a one-year ma.xlmum There ,

‘may be 20 to 30 percent transition taking place, One of the reasons for

is-no inter-title transfer Since 80 percent of ‘the particlpants are

“black, this has resulted in a rather considerabie outery from white South

"St Louis neighborhoods which: claim that the —four tor one ratio, which 1s a

target ratio -of the St Iouis ‘manpower office discriminates agamst whites,
Now, vwhat about the question of transition" As far as the city side-

i3 concerned, we 'havevestimat"s' that there is a fair amount of t1°ansition

even though most of the city employees under PSE are in entrance-level Jobs,
given the $10, 000 Hmit, I would say, as a ballpark ;estinfnte{ , that there

this 1is that the city of St. Louls, in its regular employment, has very high
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turnover. One out of four city JObS turns over each year Of approximately

9,000 employees, 2, ,200 leave—each year,. ,app;'pi:;gxately ‘half by discharge

- —

and hslf by quitting. ' , T
The -city has a $25,000 pay maximum, including the mayor and all the

surgeons in the city hospital., This morning we used “the term “shrovel jobs."

This is a commoa cne- in- St .. Louis. You gan always get‘”a s}{xqve} job 1n E:ity

service in St. Louis because there is such a high turnover in these kinds

of positions. We expect that -in all likelihood this ballpark estimate .

‘which we rece:.ved from.-a city manpower ofi‘lclal of 20 to 30°percent

transit:.on in the c1ty s PSE pos:.tlons mll probably be borne out as t1me

~

goes -along, ) : ) ’ -

It 1s a mich-more dlfﬁ cult in the- CBOs As” Alan -Tomey .has. already

.. -said, :gt is our belief that CBO pay scales genex;ally are lower—, although

iw

-

we raccept-the points made by several xa;ssociates, that there are different

types of CBOs and one must look at them carei‘ully. But generally speaking y
for the forty small CBOs which have 1itera11y come out -of the woodwork

in St. Louis as everywhere else .and have approxlmately half of the 7,800

CBO efiployees, we find that the skills irvolved are very specialized and

not very transferable,

-

Tet's look at some other —spthors. The board of education is an
\fnte\resting test cagse, It received 500 ppsi,ti’ons ;K that's —going’to bé- an
inte;ésting test of transferability.

About 500 slots. were assigned to the housing -authority. St. Louis is

shead of other p‘laces in tenant. management~ a lot of PSE slots have -been

,subcontracted to tenant managément corporat:.ons. How* do you categorize

these 80 lobby guards? I am not sure sbout the transferability there.

_13
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One other thing that has nappened and this will be our final point.
There have been.a couple of bad sdandals in the city which involved PSE
employees, We had a break from the city jail, It turmed out.there were
’ ~a lot e’f PSE guards and they were blamed publicly for laxity and
~ inefficiency, conf;ributing to the prison break, We also had a scandal
on ambulance service and it turns ouf; -a large pereentage , ko percent or
80, of the ambulance attendants and drivers involv_ed are PSE.‘ This got
‘sticky, so they were put through a crash program of training and only 25

v

of 32 could pass the state ambulance attendant examination after training.
“This is contmbutlng, unfortunately, to ‘a bad image of PSE. We are
prepared to offer a hy'po*thes1s that if these. factors obtain in your area
you may find that;PSE;experience_will prove to be a negative factor in

trgnsition, particulgrly in the E)rivate sector.

FARBER In contrast to %he, metro'pel'iian and _suburban"governments ,
public service e'mpleym'ent, in rural areas, if I may general»ige from the
South- Dakota expenence ‘has some rather 81gn1flcant aspects.A With respect
to the: need -and- Justification of the program, I have the feeling that rural
problens that need to be met are being §lighted in favor-of the gréater
clout- of politically moti .rated mayors and congressmen dependent upon urban
votes. Many eomgqnities—’in ‘South- Dqkqta—, pl@gued by lack of economic
-opportunity, need economic -growth ,a;nd"more' jobs, Yet many :pro,]',ects
have 1ittle to do- vrj.th meet’ing long-run employment needs. T

I would 1ike therefore 1;o-make severa} comments on this theme,

"Ql;‘th'e—:bas,is of the work I have done, I think ‘PSE " is: relatively



activities are neither necessary. for §upporting governmental funetions nor

«

. related to plans for economic growth. Sustainment slots have tended to— be
i . different, ordinarily being‘ assigned to essential activities or services, and
- they have much more chance of leading— to permanent employment,
| NABRY ‘I have one exception to bring up in a minute which suggests
that, as we bring in PSE People withcut extra capital , Productivity may
-, fall off, . /
But the overall Heture in this respect is good., If you bave
teachers" aides in eight c1assroom thosge people ‘may be 1ess product1ve
than Tegular- teachers ‘but you “free regular teachers to -do- more productive
- tasks, There is likely to be -a washout where average productivity does

- L1

not actually fall ' T - 2 -

Another point I want to make is about displacement We found no

displacement in these counties or in the town of" Seneca on the first

nsnapshot date and we have done half the work coming back through for
Decem'ber. As 1ar as we can tell there is still no displacement ‘There

\are —several’ reasons for: that For one, _officials in this area tend *o
—distrust the federal government and federal programs. They are wary of
the feds :In general -80- they stick by what they perceive the rules to be "
Theré are no problems with rehiring people ‘who- are laid off or anything ‘
1ike that, It 's-all very visible when you ‘are -talking about ten or
twenty employees in a small town or a small agency, They can be found
very easily and would be, around there

As for social targeting 5 national targets are not going to work for

- o ,South Carolina ‘and rural areas like South Dakota., I —go—:along with Bf11

: - Farber-on that, There are: very few: !ni-mrities in: ftheg,e: two. counties,

R
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- unproductiveé in a rural ‘area like South Dakota because it is unrelated to

the proble"s of economic and community development ‘

There are some i‘avorable things that should e noted. More and more

the PSE JObS about half in South Dakota, are being used for on-the-job

training and testing the justification for personnel expansion.
_ A real need, when you have low per capita income, is for part-time

employment projects. What would help is some way to supolement the

stdte's low level of income. In short, PSE d1str1butlon relaying heavily

.-on memploytrxent statistics, may not be the hest for rural 'areas, declining
in population "and income, and need:mg assn.stance for econom:Lc growth

‘ :MABRI: Tom Schaap and ‘T are study:Lng a couple- of South Carol.ma count1es y

: Pickens County and Anderson County, and one ,small— town “which I leave— for: the

end, I wanted to, talk ; about, four things-~-displacement, productivity,

social targeting, and a couple -of recent changes., I ﬁll reverse the order

from what I-would have ‘started with and disagree with Bill Farber on his s

pi:odujctivity point. —The programs have been very productive in the two

rural counties that I am familiar with,

That productivlty has come in the form of traditional public service

L

B jobs, f.‘rom garbage collect*:’.on to around-the-clock police dzspatchers and
the- like. Public officials are very favorable in their comments on the
—productivity of PSE workers versus regular —employees. 7
FARBER Title VI projects in South Dakota have ‘been. worthwhile.
Tree pruning and college admissions -evaluations (present pmJects) may
ind‘eedihajve -considerable -utility. . Such projects. for the most part, as in

South Carolina , have been v—nieﬁtorious—. But my point is %hat many such

2158 o N
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i , ,
To give you an example, when the title VI money came down in the summer
(or at least these groups became aware of it late in the sumer), in’ v
Pickens County where they have 100 or 120 p031tions they determined how ’
many people were eligible, Only 90 people in the entire county could be
found who. were eligible ‘for the program.
) ’There are several reasons for that. One is that peopl'e'don"t go to
" the employment service k?xd register for such things in the first place.
'Secondlyz, you —have changes which I learned—'about qnder ATDC that ma]’se a
—difference here, Evidently that program requires you to register with the
employment service but not if you are in a "remote" county., I don't
¥now who makes that determlnatlon but Pickens wmty is defined as a
remote county, meaning they cannot get good- transporbation Since they o
don't have to- register, they are not known, other than for purposes of
;gett:Lng their direct AFDC checks in the mail
I asked the employment serv:Lce to review some of the cages in the
program and tell me. how- long they h had been out of work before getting :Lnto
PSE. He cited cases of 56, 75, 34, and so on. I—said, “That's quite a
few weeks " 'And"}he said, "No that's months." _The highest -one, the
prize, was 8l months, What we were look at was housevrlves who had been.
out of work for seven years. That is the only way they could find people who
were unemployed longer than 15 weeks So you get -gtrange differences if
. Yyou mpve outside a normal city situation
'l'he last thing to bring up- involves. very recent changes. The city
of Seneca dmpped its program in- December. There was a catalyst a

personnel problem with one _}’SE employee but. generally speaking it was
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' the program in Arkansas, It is adidnistered by the CETA admin;!.strator in -,

= the state: mnpower office.. T looked ‘aﬂ’&jl;wo—’co‘unties (Conway: and White ,

- probl'emsf they have :Ln common; The first. problem area that exists for Both . * -

) _—displacement none that I {:ould identify at the,. county leve.L . The ma,jority

- -

-

because of - the negative attitude toward public programs in the first piace,.
‘As: 'soon as they had a problem w1th PSE, they l‘boked at their budget and
saw that they had no money problem, 80 they Just dropped the whole thing.

CHAIR:{) Tha.nk you, Rod.. Our final speaker is Beadle Moore,

—MOORE- I want to begin by talld.ng about general characteristn.cs‘of '

’
k]

>

. both rural) and a. state agency. These two. counties are considered
subgrantees of the state program. . _ . . ‘ S

I .rould like to talk about the counties first; ,there are s’everal

i

»

48 that local officials .are 'very concerned about the problems of communica-

tion between. the1r offices the state and the reg10na1, DOL office, T

don't think they undérstand the goals 'of the CETA program.. Second they - a
‘ , }
,—comz:lain that they are nots oriented. propezly by . the state ofi‘ice in terms

of whai, .QEI'A ‘means, what they should be shooting ‘for what the targets -
- o i by ot -

"are‘ what the rules and regs xare. County PSE hires are characterized ! 4

§ .
by an_gffort to: maintain anu eJ{pand programs; there is very little .

s
;4

l;tq.

of :QE{IA:-‘PSE hi-res 1n both ’Conwa\\{‘ Comtv and White ¢County, were placed

vy

rn-

on-road: crews' :

-~

- o

In ‘Arhansaa ‘the CETAfadministn\ator for the alance-of-state arogram ’

t

arbitrarily made a decision to-fund ‘éounties with title VI monies and fund;

% ’ .
gtate agencies with title IT monies; \Counties are not allo’wed any title

/

»

1I #ondes.




" The county judges consequently are upset about- the fifteen-week -

requir'ement As my two colleagues from the other rural Aareas have

noted county Judges are conservative They .feel that if 'pec’uple have

‘been unezuployed for fifteen weeks there must be someth:\.ng wrong with .
them. They would like, therefore » to be able to operate under the title
.II provisions rather than the- ti—tle VI provisions.

"here is. also a serious planning problem for county Judges and
—adnﬂ.nistrators in Arkansas. The1r fiscal year is the calendar year, The
atate, s_ —fiscal— yeéar is July-JLme,. Neither conforms with: the;-‘federal«:g .
—ﬁécal’ year, 'ConSeQuently these' people, who :have' not had a lot,of

training in ‘budget planning , have a tough. time when théy are given an
. allotment of mone7 and told all of a sudden to fit twenty new employeeS* .
into a road construction ‘program or any other program, where this has ) 7
‘been unplanned and there are o, capital expenditures -appropriated for

these purposes.

- ] " R
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_ REPORT FORM

First Field -Rgsearch Repgr_t
' Due: September 1, 1977, .

-

-5
T

_ MONITORING STUDY OF CETA TITLES IT AND VI, PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

Thé ﬁroo}ging’s ;nstitgtion

‘1775 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W,
i Washington, D.C. 20036

Prime Sponsor _

Government ____- __

~53~3Qé§-(afé" - oo e : B : s

i "’ Dr. Richard W, Long )
The Brookings Institution Room 622
1775 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W,
Washington; D.C. 20036

“

“You should: also retain a copy for yourself.

¢ 7

Note: Wherever necessary, you should insert continuation: sheets in the:
report-form, ‘However, to facilitate analysis the report must be
made on this report form,.
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Ihj‘mdgctign to the Report Form

We have organized this first Report Form in five parts; yellow
pages contain introductory material, Only the white, numbered pages
ask for information from you.

Based on field data, there will be two Brookings reports to the
National Commission for Manpower Policy and a Brookings book to follow,
Each Associate will submit two field research reports: ;

e lst report from the Associates due September 1, 1977

e 2nd report from the Associates due March 1, 1978
Reports from the Associates will present data for a particular point in
time, what we have referred to as "snapshots" of the PSE program for

the sample jurisdictions,

Report by Associates Date of "Snapshot" Analysis

o 1st (due 9/1/77) - July-15, 1977
' e 2nd (awe 341/78) Jenuary 15, 1978

The essence of our approach consists of using a uniform framework
of effects to have kmowledgeable, uninvolved observers -(i.e. politically
uninvolved) provide what is considered a reasonable interpretation of
the effects of PSE, tak:mg into account the policies, finances; and

,politics of the Jurisdictlons ‘being studied. We will present the data

on a- basis: that makes this clear,

You will note that -some questlons are Major An alysis Questions.
For these questlons ‘we want 1onger answers incorporating your major
conclusions on the issue -under discéussion, Please give special

,attention to these -answers -ag we may excerpt them for the first report..

‘ You will -also: receive a- copy of -a field memo from the Department

'oﬂ Labor to the prime sponsors in the sample expla1n1ng tne purpose of,

the study No information on compliance matters affecting -specific
prlme sponsors. or local governments will be included in our reports and
kadministratlve use will .be made of the data.-
| The :study is concerned with title II and VI public service employment
(PSE) under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act.of 1973 (CETA).
Title VI 1s -subdivided into " gstg;nment" and "project" PSE &nd for most

.of the report title VI sustainment will be combined with title  II, Our

,primary concern is with the employmént , programmatic -and- f.‘iscal effects
of the program under these two headings. We are also interested in

program outcomes, the placement of participants, the decismn making

process, administration and interrelationships- with other programs.

‘The- tirst report to the ‘Conmission and this report form, however,




-

"concentrate on the first three areas listed--employment, programmatic,

“and fiscal effects,

The sections of the Report Form are:

Part I Baseline Information
This section asks. you for background information on the

.sample government with regard to its. fiscal condition,
personnel (level and composition), the organization of
its PSE program, the size of the local program, and the
amount and funding for this program as well as other-
federal grant programs.

Part II  Job Creation ‘ _ ,
) This section  is concerned with the net additions to -
employment that result from the PSE program and the
- ¢ characteristics and activities of those employed..

Part III Displacement ] , )
4 This section asks for information on employment that
- does not result in net additions to employment, but
rather uses CETA funding to subsidize existing °
employment, or for jobs “which would-havé been. filled in
.the absence of PSE. It -also requests information on the
cemposition and activities of those agsigned to these
- positions. — : .

_Part IV . Fiscal Effects , '
This, section-is concerned with the fiscal impact of the
funds released as the result of the PSE displacement
effects described in Part IIT above,
Part V Summery and -Concluyding Section _ .
This section asks for your ‘summary-analysis-of the PSE.
program, We are interested in your judgment as to: the
impact, effectiveness, and administration of the program,
_and 1ts interrelationships with other federal grant
programs, ¢ — .

For ease of handling, we have organized-this report form into

- standard Data Formats used ‘for the various. sections of the form, -Some
- of them ask for information in written form, as well as numbers and

percentages: of PSE participants. We ‘plan to use the same Data Formats:
for the second report. For purposes -of distinguishing between them,
we have given the formats for this: report the preface-number "1", So

they are indicated, for.example, as 1-1, 12, 1-3, ete, °

) . Intfﬁdﬁgtqry and- definitionc. information is provided at~the
‘beginning of each section. If you ‘have -any questions as you proceed,
please -do not hesitate 1o call collect (Dick Long: 202-797-6061).,

. - . H ,} ; .-
ﬂ,}_
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The completed first Report Form is due September 1, 1977 and
should be mailed to Dick Long at Brookings (address on cover page).
be a date in order to provide an interim re
~ the Mational Comrission for Manpower Policy on February 15, 1977.
‘We ask y!ou’ to keep one copy of this report for-yourself so we can
‘discuss g_c}nr findings with you as necessary during the ,anaklysis

_ phase, -

”

The next page is for you to list the persons you have inter’ﬁewed

and their titles, We do not specify the persons you should interview,
but we want a list of the respondents you have selected, -

We look forward to réceiving your first report.

£

i - ' Richard P, ‘Nathan
T - ) Project Director

T
[




[

Covernment

Agsociate
Interview Sheet
i i ., Title
: ’ .
R24 Fixst Report. 9//1T
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Part I Baseline Information
Under the regulations governing PSE funding for fiscal year 1977,

-there is a provision separating out the maintenance of title VI PGE

funding ("suctainment") at the level of the total of title II and
title VI enrollments at the higher of June 30, 1976 or October 31,
1976, less the number toO be .carried under base fiscal year.1977 title
II funding, All fitle VI positions above this level must be employed

in "projects" which meet the following criteria. They. must: . -

’

1, Be completed within one year. . -

2, Have a public service objective. L.
3. Result in a specific product. ‘ /
1. Be something that would otherwise not be done with -/

existing funds.

‘A copy of the May 13, 1977 implementing regulationé iz ineluded

wifh these materials. Eligible participants for positions above the

sustainment Ievel,; and fifty percént of the vacancies below that level,
must have been unhemployed fifteen -out of the twenty preceding weeks,
have exhausted their unemployment benefits or be AFDC recipients and
meet the requirement of -a family income below 70 percent of the lower
living standard for that area (see field memo 269-77). The requirement
for the remainder. of title VI is. 30 continuous days of unemployment..

‘Under title II the requirement is 30 days of continuous unemployment

in areas where the unemployment rate is in excess -of 6.5 percent for
th:ree consecutive months and 15 Cays in areas where the -unemployment
rate -exceeds seven percent, '

You will receive the. title II and VI funding levels for fiscal

year 1977 for prime sponsors. However for governments below the prime

- received -as well -as local revenues.

*  refer to them in your answers.

gponsor level we would like to have the level of funding received by
that government. We are also interested in-other federal funding

We find it useful to receive documents (reports, news clippings,
policy statements, program data, budgets, the original and modified
fiscal year plan, ete.) on the PSE programs- and policies of" the sample
jurisdictions. You can .append these materials to your report and then.
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:Government

Associate -

How is the PSE program of this government organized? Does :the
government operdate the program directly? Does it subcontract
for the operation of some or all of the program? If so, what
part? Does this government réceive PSE positions from a prime
sponsor(s) for a larger population area? , '

‘t

5

First Report 9/3./77




- b,

\
’ - Government _.__ _ .
g Associate o
o [

How-would you characterize the pol:.cles -of this -government regarding
the PSE program? What dre the primary objectives for PSE? What,
are priority groups to be served? (These are to be noted in their
plan.) Please 'attach pertinent policy statements minutes of
meetings, etc. - ;

A
3 7 -
A
\I
N
- . g
- - 22y f
. , First Report”9/1/77
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Government

’ Associate
Are all participants in this government's PSE program counted and
paid as employees of this government or are PSE. participants in
this government's program who are working for other organizations
(e.g. a nonprofit agency or a school district) paid by that,
organization, i.e. under a subcontractual agreement? (Some studies
have assumed that all PSE participants not counted as direet '«
employees of the local government iepresent displacement,)

In-order-to -separate title VI "sustainment" PSE from "project”

PSE, it is necessary to find out what the sustainment level of -
the program is., The “sustainment” level is. the higher of the total
‘of Title II and VI enrollments of June 30, 1976 or October 31,
1976 lesgs- the.number that are maintained in Title II. Title VI-
"sustainment" level L _ P

L4

When did this government last raise taxes or attempt to raise taxes?
Please .discuss. ' ‘

~

L
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Government

Associate .

H

o

1f., Please indicate how you would rate the fiscal pressure to which
this government is subject. As discussed at the conference, in
reaching _your -conclusion we would like you to consider two la.nds of -
information, First, buddet data for the preceding five years which
~ would '1nc1ude~ trend of year-end cash balances; the rate of growth
A of texes -and expenditures; presence or absence of fund def:Lcits, the
use of short term. borrowmg, increases -or decreases in the tax base;
and increases or decreases in thé tax- rate. A second kind of
informaticn is assessments by local officials of the fiscal position
of the jurisdiction, and their perceptibn of its capacity to expand
activities or add new programs or semces. Please summarize the
reasons for your rating. :

Extreme __ —l}bderate'r _ ‘Relatively zlrittier . Nome ____ -

'mréguséir.o’n: . o ]

™
"
\B

Fe




.. Government

. ' Associate

~

1g. We are interested in the impact of federal funding.on local

-government budgets. We would like to know the total of federal . .
grant funds received by this government in the fiscal year that

includes June 30, 1977. What pmportmn of the -general fund : -
of this government for the same period is this total? We would L.
also like to know the extent to which federal fundmg ‘has- . .
{ncreased: relative to the general fund’ budget in recent years.- ~ :
Specifically, what was the proportion 1 year ago, 2 years-ago? . . :

LN
»

This fiscal year _____ 4 . 4 of general fund

Last flscal year o T o T - m . —_— )
Preceding fiscal year ____ " " " “n gy —— —
> . , )
-4 . ."

1; ~
e

—

1h, -Are there 1dent1f(iab1e ammts ‘of federal grant mpney that are
'y passed through. ‘by-a higher level of government. to this government.
which the ‘accounting system used allaws you to identify? (We - p N
. are particularly interested in LEAA and-So¢ial Security title XX L
) __ _ funds for-social semces ) If so , would you: pleage indicate the. .
- gup\mt, - R /‘
Title XX § v i - L
‘Other (please specify and . 4 -
- discuss) _._ . X . _ .

.
-
[}
-
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11, Major Anélxsis Question - L. 1‘3:7.7 ’ \\ i

v ‘We would like to nave your hxghl:.ght comments on the s:.gnificance ‘ '
of increases in the level of thes federal fun ing in relation to ) -
the general fund budget of this government ease comment on vl

such matters as how much is available for disc 2tionary Use as 7

; opposed to how much is passed through to other organizations,
What impact have these increases’ had ‘on programs and services .
provided by this govetmnent" ‘
- -
: o -
L r Py z
*
’ -
- , 2
i u_
T L i - )
. - 7 i “
.t - % ‘ . 1] -
. - e ¢
. 5, z . . e :
; .
i .
¢ ’ ' ' ,
“ S et
- . ‘
4 ’ ‘.
- .
* - 4 ‘\ *
. ) 4
i s .
- -
- L - ;
-4 .
: . t:
' ' - - “$ ;
. ’ =
. : .
& 7 i 2’ . .l -
. 1) ¥ - ‘ i - ~ :
a
S R B ;
. mr oo &
= 4 ey = .
- = . g o . . . % -

I, B S S S I P S




1.

. . ‘ " Associate

Government

”

It was agreed at the conference that we would add questions to

Part I asking you to obtain data on ‘b\le level and composition of
the employment of this jurisdiction. We are not asking you to :
collect -data-or to ‘do extensive work t0 rearrange data: available
locally. What we want is to have. you obtain the best ava::lable
information and we vall work with it.in Washington -

.As a first step, we are interested in tracing the level of

. employment of this jurisdiétion back to- 1970 (fiscal year) in
‘order to observe the impact of new CETA-PSE:funds on the latest
data on ‘this - juricdiction's employment, both on an.overall basis
-and by ma,jor activity or agency.

The rest of this.page has beén
lef't. blank for- you to- dlscuss the data you- have prov1ded

:(Ng_g_ Please use personnél data .on. fy; =ti gg equivalents if it

‘‘available in that form.) ..

7

{ -

RN
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-

Government .

Assoé:f.ate; .

1k, We now want to do a similar analysis for the composition of this
Jurisdiction's labor force, There aré 1ikely to be available
records to do this in connection with federal requirements for °
equal employment opportunity in employment. The U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission requires governments to fill
out a form~~EEQ-4--on the comy  tion-of their labor force. -The
form includes: employment data i race, sex and occupation. (A
blank copy of this form is enclosed with the final repoit form.)

In addition to providing data going back to 1970, you should

make any observations you can make about differences in the "
composition of CETA-PSE participants and the government!s labor
force, overall and by major activity or agency.,
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Covernment

Associate

It is possible that the characteri~ties of new hires (apart from

PSE) are different for this jurisdietion from the past pattern

and thus the PSE labor force is more $imilar to the new hires. ,
Havé you observed this, and if you have do Jjou think that” PSE

- has had an impact on the hiring practices of this jurisdiction?

What does the data discussed in 1k indicate in this connection?

!

Cp




Purt II Job Creation

in this section we are interésted in the incremental employment
effect of PSE as of July 15. 1977.

Job creation effects can be of rseveral types:

1. Nev Progrems and Services: Additional programs undertaken
or -gervices provided with PSE funding.,

2. Expansions: Increased levels of service pI‘OVlded within’ g
existing programs as the result of PSE h1r1ng.

3. Special Projects: New one-time pro,]ects with a duration of
one year or less undertaken with PSE funds.

L, ngram Maintenance- Existing services which are continued
that otherwise would have been curtailed (or employ-
ment reduced) in the absence of PSE funding, -

For the new "project" PSE, all participants are to be placed in
what the law calls "projects™ that have a duration of one year or less.
We would therefore expect that most such enrollments would be in what
‘we call special projects (No. 3 above), However, sponsors:-can use
DOL-defined "proJects" in other ways, -For example they can maintain
programs with "projects" if they demonstrate to the DOL Regiopal

Administrato? that this wiould not have been done under- existing funding.

“Therefore what DOL-calls "project™ employment mdy occur in any of Qur
—crtegories above, ,

.‘Before focusing on job -creation alone, .question 2a-2e request
totals on PSE program participation and fun&ing.

" The questions in this section: focus, not on individual PSE
particirants, but rgther -on major: actiﬂatme in which PSE. positions:
are involved, We begin by asking the number of PSE positions for
July 15, 1977, the number unfilled, and then ask you to break out the

- PSE positions accurding to the four Jjob creation categories above.

S ——

e .




Government

.Associate

.28, How much CETA title IT and VI funding does this government receive?
‘What is their base allocation for fiscal year 1977; for fiseal
1977-76 under the economic stimulus funding increase:

Economic Stimulus

* FY 1977-78
FY 1977 - (2 year add-on)
Title II $ $
- Title VI $ $

2bz What is the amount of total current monthly funding (Juy, 1977)
-planned for title IT and title VI2- If the title VI figures are
‘broken down for sustainment and project, we would like to have it
in: that form. Note: Please be sure that these are revised figures
~ that 1nclude the econom:.c -stimulus money.

E R

Title II $

Title VI $

First Report 9/1/7¢
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Government

-‘Associate

-

2c, What is the planned level -of PSE positions for the month of
July 1977? 1Indicate your source and any other important facts
- g you think we need to know about these numbers, These planned
: - levels should be available fmm the "Prcgram Planning Summary"
and the "Monthly Schedule.,” .Note: Please be sure that this
planned figure includes. the new funding for the economic stimulus -
package, ‘.

Title VI Sustainment

.,
-
-

Project

Title IT - _ e -
Discyssion:

N 2d. How much total current funding for the month ‘of July 1977 is R
. -devoted to employment .of the plamned-enrollment levels in 2c,? )

- ‘That is, how much of the total is for wages, allowances; , fringe ) o

'benefits , and-unemployment -compensation: taxes for the program

participants? These figures: should egclgde -administration :

(salari.ea , -etc.. of program managers)., overhead (rent utilities ’ :

ete.) ‘program staff (those that .are not participantss -supplies, .

~ etc. -Again if title VI can be broken out into- sustainment -and

project we would: prefer to have it in that form.

Mile IT$___. .. .- Title VI $ S
. e Sustainment $ ,
- ~ - ’ ’ S - - .‘ - 7 -

S mopet$ L

- g -
S : - - .
- _ -
. - -

- 1 D S
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Government

Associate

2e, We would also like to know how many of these positions are unfilled
and- how much of the current funding is unobligated as of July 15,
1977.*

Positions unfilled as July 15, 1977 T1t1e II
T1t1e Vi

»

Funds unobligated as of July 15, 1977 -Title II $
Title VI $

Please indicate what you think are the main reasons for these
positions being unfilled?

* 'e are excluding Trom-our analysis any PSE-under CETA title I. Prime
sponisors may provide title I services (e.g. classroom fraining, on-the-
job: training) under title II and VI. If this is occurring to any
significant degree in the program you are examining please indicate th:ls.




@ta Format 1-1

"Job Creation Activities
Ti—‘blje VI _Sustainment and Title IT PSE

We now divide the analysis of job creation into (a) sustainment

- title VI and title II and (b) title VI project positions and ask you
first about the job creation -effects of.sustainment positions. For
the sustainment PSE that according to your 1nterpretat10n represent
job creation you should fill out Data Format 1-1 below. We are also
interested in who (what agency or governmental or private entity)
employs these participants.

For -each category of job-creation (e.g. New Programs/Serv:Lces) indicate
- in the space provided the number -of positions (slots) provided for
‘each of the various: different kinds- of sponsoring agencles The first
colum refers to. the governmental Junsd:.ctlon you'are examining. In
coium (2) we would like to have positions in school -distriets listed
separately. Would you please check whether the school district is a
part of the local government (dependent) or whether it is a separate
Jurisdiction (J.ndeoendent ) Because the respons1b111ty for -education
varies from oneé local Junodlctlon to another and because the
characteristics of employees in éducation aré different, we are
interested in keeping them separate (even for dependent school
districts) for eomparative purposes. Column (3) is for other local
,government ent1t1es which receive PSE pos1t10ns from the government
you are examining (e.g. a city or town within a county you are
examining), )
In the remainder of-the box (below the number of slots for each entry).
would you please indicate the agency or agencies within that jurisdiction
in which the PSE positions are located. For example the street
department within .a city, a-child care -center which 1s a nongovernment
commnity agency,.etc. Please include in your narrative a brief
reference to the kind of activity in Whlch they are engaged, for-example:
'Parks Department park maintenance; ‘Housing Authority, weatherization;.
*_you need: addltlonal soace use a separate sneet and s1mx note

“Where ‘there is more than one dgency or organization for an
activity cell; we would like you to indicate total slots and:then. sub-
totals with descriptive infomation for each agency and type ‘of
act:\’.vity involved : }

; )

(&I& At the conference -we decided to0 stay with -activity as
originally defined; ‘That i8, in Data Format 1-1 we are interested in:
-obtaining data on- the- activity performed: by participants in positions
‘within an organization. ‘For example, within-expansion of :existing
—programs (cell 121), you might list the following "aetivit:.es-"
L Parks Dcpartment,} park maintenance ; 23 :8lote
R Parks Department,‘day camp, 15 slota)




Da‘lf.a Format —1-17

on_ A

. - 1. This

2, -SchooX
government : distriet

Indo__

Dep.' _

7' iersr-"l".rlr le !

3. Other

local
government
Jurisdictions

éil} nt a d Title 1]

E

5 . Federal

Government
Associate

y

6, Non-

-governmental’

-

Jotal

New - ';slots (nﬂslots

Programs/
‘Services:

_(112)

- =

sioté o

(113)s oto____ f('ii!ﬁ)glots

_(115 )lslots

M

(116‘{

Zxpansion of ?Eiot's;__;(*ﬂl) slots_
Bxisting : '

(122)

sléts’—r

’-’;(ias)

(125)p1ots_____(126)

Special 1slots_
Project © | T

i(131’}lslétsi:

__(132)] slots ,ficlaé)

(13l+}slots —

—

(135)klots____

5

?rogram . ;sioﬁ;_(lhl)'slcw
Mamtenance o

' fa(1h2)

slots

= 1‘*3)

(1hs)slota (11»6‘: —

“Total.
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Data Format 1-2

General Occupational Pattern

Job Creation - Title VI Sustainment and Title TT PSE -

We are also -interested in the types of jobs in whlch PSE participants

-are placed., Following the discussion at the conference we ‘have- declded to

collect this. information only on an organization’ basis. That is, for
organizations in each column headlng of Data Format 1-1, please lndlcate
the occupational dlstrlbutlon using five percent magnitudes if necessary.

‘We would also like to have the -average ‘hourly wage, partlcularly for each

occupation which accounts for 20 percent or more of-the occupational
distributions shown in each- cell of Data Format 1-2. .

This analy31s is requested only for organlzatlons that account for
5 percent or more of -all sustainment PSE., We will pfgéent the data in

-a manner that -makes clear the klnda of general approx1mat10ns which you

have been asked to make., We are interested here in the "general

—occupatlonal pattern” of PSE job-creation. .

£




Dat’ia Format 1-2

>

Government

Associate- _

General Occupational Pattern

Job Creatioh - Sustainment Titl

Orgarization

Positions ____

/

3Zihiﬁééna1
‘Professional
Technical -

‘ Clerical
zop,er'at,,ive’ ,
Laborer

Service

-2

’ Average. ——
Percent hourly wage

1 Positions

e VI and Title II PSE

"Organization

i

T Ayeraée
Percent hourly wage

Managerial f

Professional _.° _

3

|~ Technical __ -

Clerical

 Craft —
Operative

Laborer

‘Service - -

‘Organization. _

Positions _

2

‘Mansgerial
Professional
Technical
Clerical

Operative-
’I.éihore’r' :

Average
Percent. hourly wage

| Technical

Positions

-Average ~
_ Percent ‘hourly wage
Menagerdal ___ '
’Pz'bf’essi;ongl

Clerical =

cr&ft —— -

Operative

Lammr e s

Service

Qréaﬁi?fﬁé; ——

rd




/
i 2 . ] “Y ) . . |
| Date Format 1-3 g ' i
- > . 4 PN :
) * Characteristics \ \ }
- s : 7 . o
: Job Creatiofi - Sustainment Title VI and Title IT PSE }
& We are alsd : intereg¥e ‘i’n the characteristics of the PSE workforce ‘ ’ |
e for organizations. that employ five percent or more of title VI sustain- :
- *ment and title I¥ participants as-of July 15, 1977. For each organiza-
| --tion we now ask you for information about the characteristics of the
| workforce. Please indicate the organization, the number of slots, and
1, ’then, ins perc'eptage point magnitudes if you.need to do on that basis,
% the proportion that have the characteristics specified in Data Format
L 1-3. This information 'should: be available {rom the -sponsor records § 2
. used to generate the necessary participant characteristics reports’ 3
for- OL, = - S : : .
,/ g :Nofé:' ] The Lower Living Standard differs by sponﬁqr\aﬁd: family size:
In the materials you receive are the pages from Field Memorandum 269-~77
o (May 10, 1977). indicating the Lower Living Standard for your juris- RS
diction(s) -and the adjustment for family size,- * S
) ° Y%
N ’ ’ ad ['3’
. . P 4 -
_ ‘
. 1 E
= e o
-~ > ) / a 7;
: ' 44 .
- ER , o




1

Data Fo‘rmat 1=3 P -

3
4

' . " Characteristics

Government

Associate -

Job Creation - Sustainment Title VI and Title IT PSE

-

- . A
Organlization 7 4

Positions _ -

Peréent
Male ——
‘Under 21 years of4aghe’ -
' Less than 12 years
'kaémpioy'ed- 15 “weeks or :
. ‘more of prior 20-weeks __ "
Unemployed 15 days, but. . -
less than 15 weeks: —_—
AFDC recip:f:ent . _.__
Family income/under 70- .
‘cent of loWer 1iving
standards - i —_
Econbm;lcally ',
-disadvantaged —

- ’ *

,;Eco;;omiéal'ly

Organlzatlon

Posit:whs _{ _

“Heale]

7 fL_g.nontx

Under 21 years of 2ge

less: than 12 years

I - education

»,

Unemployed 15- weeks: ér
-‘more -of, prior 20 weeks

' Unémployed 15 days but

less than 15 weeks

‘ AFDC re‘c:ipj,ent

'Fan;i;ly— ipcome under 70 per-
cent of lower living
-standard- -

—digadvhntgged




T

Uriemployed 5 ’weeks ‘or

more of prior 20 weeks ____

- Uremployed 15 -days- but
less than 15 weeks
AFDC recipient -

_ Family income under 70
= . percent of lower
living standard.

‘Economically disad-
vantaged

~

5]
Unemployed 15 weeks or--more
of prior 20 weeks

Unemployed- 15 -days but
// less than 15 weeks

I /AFDc recipient
. / Family income under 70 -
percent of lcwer .
living standard

Economically disad-
vantaged

Government
Data Format 1-3
. ’ Associate
Organization ) Organization
‘Positions " Positions .. .
Percent Percent
Male Male ’ '
Minority. Minority ‘ !
Under 21 --ars of age Under 21 years of age y
Less tnan 7. years Less than 12 years
education — education .
Unemployed .15 wee’3 or Unemployed 15 weeks or more
more of prior 20 weeks _ ‘of prior 20 weeks
Unemployed 15 days but Unemployed. 15. ddys but
less than 15 weeks — | less than 15 weeks .
" ’AFDC Fecipient. AFDC recipient
Family income urder 70 Family income under 70
percent of lower percent .of lower
living standard § 7 living standard -
Economically disad- * 1. Economi¢ally disad- <
vantaged- _ vantaged
~ Orgenization Ofgaziizatioh
+, Positions - Positions _
\ Parcent Percent
T Male Malé -
Minority Minority
Under 21 years of age Under 21 years of age [
less than 12 ‘years Less than 12 years- :
-education . . - education




. Data Format 1-b
, ] | - | -

Job Creatitn Activities - Title VI Project PSE

/

We now turn to broject PSE that has a job creation impact. We
would like to have' these projects classified according to the type
of job creation catégory,and the organizational location of the
project according to the various classifications in the column
headings. With each cell please indicate the total number of

positions, the app,ropriate' agency, and the type of activity involved.

An example for the/ government you are examining might be, Housing
; Authority, weatherization, twenty-five slots. ,

ll ... Note: For each Yproject”, as defined by DOL, the sponsor must fill
““out a "Project Data Summary" which includes, the title -of the project
and a brief description, the agency in whiech' it is located, the
: number of positions, a list of job titles, and the average wage for
T each job titie. There is a copy of this form in your materials.

-
——

Gy | ‘ ) i -




Data Format 1-4

i Government
, i » Associate
- . ! e8 - ect POF
Ii 1. This 2, School 3. Other 4, State 5. Federal 6. Non- Total
! ‘government _distriet local governmental
x Ind, : government .
. . _ Dep., Jurisdictions -
“New ~ [stots ,(1—11);1°ts (112) slots _(113)}s10ts_____ (uu)hots ____(1n5)srots_____ (116]
Se;',v;'ceét .
Expansion-of [Slots____ _(121)slots (122) slots____ ( 123)flots (mh‘;lots (125)>lots_,___( 126
Existing ! .
Programs -
“Spectal Eslots______(131) slots (132 JIstots____ (133)s10ts__ ___ (134)slots____ (135)klots (136%
‘Project ’
Program |slots_ (1'41) slots_ r (1k2) slots _ (143)s10ts_ (1uh)siots (1h5)610ts _____(116)
Mlintenance \ ’
Total N 2 e
} N e -
!:4‘5 o




Q

IText Providad by ERIC.

Data Format 1-5 Government
; Associate

L

)

General Occupational Pattern

Job Creation - Title VI Project PSE

For those parti nts considered to be project PSE that represent -
Job creation we are rested in the types of jobs in which they are
employed, Again, for orgamzatlons that account for 5 percent or more |
of all project PSE pos:.tlons please list the proportions of the participants
in the occupations -shovn in five percentage-point. magmtudes and the !
average hourly wage for_each occupation. This data is available from the l

Projeét. Data Summag mentioned earlier. You may wish to do it for each

i

t

i
4

progect
’ :d:ganization fOz‘ganizatién
Positions 7 Positions _ L
Average Average
. Percent -hourly wage . Percent hourly wage
Managerial ’ Managerial
Professional -‘Professional
‘Technical ~ Technical -
Clerical Clerical :
Craft Craft
Operative Operative
Laborer Laborer -
‘Service Service _
Organization- . Orgéxg-izaiion
Positions . Positions
Average 4 Average
) Percent hourly wage _ - Percent hourly wage
Managerial Managerial
‘Professional _ : Professional
Technical _ 7 - ~ Technical _
Clerical Clerical '
Craft Craft
‘Operative Operative
Laborer T ‘Laborer .
‘Service ~ Service -
_ 2 g;n

i[l{C
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Data Format 1-6 Government
. g Associate
Characteristics -
- Job AQreation - Title VI Project PSE

- For each organization that accounts for 5 percent or more of all
project PSE participants as of July 15, 1977, .we now ask you for
infonnat:.on about the characteristics of the workforce in Data Format
1-6. "For each-organization indicate the number of slots, and then, in
five percentage point magzutudes if you need to, the proportlon that-
have the characteristics shovm 1n Data Format 1-6 You might wish to
refer to the instructions on Data Format 1-3.

-

-

-Organization

Positions

" Male
- Minority

Uﬁdgr 21 years of -age

Less than 12 yrs, education '

Unemployed 15 weeks-
‘ or more of prior 20- weeks

Unemployed. 15 days but
less than 15 weeks

AFDC recipient

‘Economically disadvantaged

~ Organization

Positions

~ Percent | Percent- ~

1 Male

| Minority

1 Under 21 years

- of age

* Iess~than 12 yrs.
-education

Unemployed 15 weeks
or more of prior
20 weeks

Unemployed 15 days
but less than
15 weeks —

| AFDc recipient

£ Economicaily disad-
4 vantaged




ta 1t 1-6. Government
7 Associate
Organization Organization
. Positions Positions
Percent | - Percent.
Male | Vele -
‘Minority S Minority —_—
Under 21 yesza of age . _ | Under 21 years of age —m
Less: than 12 years "1 Less then 12 years: o . ’
- education _— education —————
ilnemployed 15 weeks -or 1 Unemployed: 15  weeks or more ‘
) more of prior 20 weeks ____ | of prior 20- ‘weeks —
_ Unemployed 15 days but Unenployed 15 days- but. '
less than 15 weeks- —— | less than 15’ weeks e
" AFDC recipient | AFmC recipiént’ —
!conomically di’sadvantagéd' — ‘Economically disadvantaged SR
Orgenization .__ | Organization
Positions Positions i ]
Percent | ] Pexrcent
Male — lwmie . ‘
Minority | Minority —_—
‘Under 21 years of age — | under 21 years of age P
Less: than 12 years : | Less than 12 years -
education e -} education 4
Unemployed 15 weeks or 1. Unémployed 15 weeks or more
more of prior 20 weeks ___ . of prior 20-weeks
Unemployed 15 days but "1 Unemployed 15 days but
legs than 15 weeks — less than 15: weeks
AFDC recipient . — | AFDG rectpient ) .
:!cononically diaadvantaged . | Economically disadvantaged _ 7

-




i . Part III Dlsp'lacement Ef‘f‘ects

) There have been many statements to the effect that™a substantial— - — -~
amount of CETA title II and VI PSE reprevent displacement~-that is, the

use of PSE participants to fi1l ‘' "'régular” positions .z..d provide.

services that would otherwise have been provided in the absence of the

program. We are interested in your assessment. of the way in whlch

and extent to which, displacement-occurs. The new regulations are’

designed.to reduce d1sp1acement consequently we again think it is

going to be useful % to. separate out sustainment and project PSE,

Displacement can occur either directly or indirectly {i.e. on the part

of outside agencies to which part1c1pa.nts are assigned).

We~ have 1dent1f1ed the followlng types of displacement:
1, 'Transfers- Exlstmg local government positions transferred to
‘CETA-PSE funding, . .

2 BEhire’S‘ Local -government employees who are laid off and then
: rehired with PSE - funding.* ’

R 3. 'Potentlal Fires: PSE positions that ifi the absence of the
: ! program would have been .filled _using local revenues.

4, Contract Reduction; PSE particlpants used to provide services
: or work on projects that had been, or would normally be,
" contracted to a pr:wate firm, :

Although we are interested in estimating the extent of displacement;
“1 are not interested in - -ascertaining compliznée and vwill not publish-
,m data that shows roncompllance or could be used f‘or aomlnlstratlve

‘We are also interested in the characterlstlcs of the participants
: in Part ITI. Even where dlsplacement ‘occeurs, if the employees hired
: through PSE are from the target population, the compos:Lt:Lon of the local
: govemment's workforce may be_changed,

Q

'
M
1
'

] - In determining the positions that represent dlsnlacemenu , vie reco;gunend
P : that you first :l.dentn“,,r job creation and then work with the residual
. positions. ‘Useful probes. for -determining dlsplacement could inclide:

Al

was this function: performed ‘before; are there any vacanrvles in the roster

a - of regular employees; is- there an implicit or exph.ca.t freeze on new
Do hiring;. have there been -ayoffs- -are any of the PSE participants rehired
; o regular -employees; etc,

1
1

\

L * We realize that the dlstinction ‘between: Program Maintenance as the

= impact of job ereation PSE identified in Part II and.ithis -category of

' Rehires (displacement) is a -difficult one, In the t‘i‘rst case what is

. involved is the use of PSE funds for programs whlch 1n your best judgment,
would have been reduced -or eliminated, Rehires 1nvolves your judgment
that without PSE funds local funds would have been found to continue the
Pprogram-or that the- reason for the layoff was to.- transfer the employee to:- PSE,.

-




-— ———%He end-of-this section on unallocated positions.

We Tealize *hat in some cases positions.cannot be assigned to
job creation or displacement. Consequently there is a question at

Also, in some cases 2 determination of occupations and character-
jsties cannot be made. If, for example, there is a project with
twenty positions vhere half of the participants are performing functions
which had previously been performed by regular employees, in such case
you-cannot determine which ten parti¢ipants are displacement positions.
Where this occurs and limits your analysis, you should insert note
calling our attention to this fact. -

~ There may also be cases in which you judge that displacement has
occurred but cannot determine the category. We have added z2n "Other"
categéry to Data Formats 1-7 and 1-10 for this purpose.

For the title VI sustainment and title II PSE that according to
your interpretation represents displacement we- ask you first to fill
out Data Format 1-7. We are interested in the category of displacement
-and the type of organization in_which it occurs. To provide for data
comparability we would like you to classify positions in school districts
separately and note whether the district is independent or dependent.
‘Within each displacement category would you please indicate, the
appropriate department or -agency in vhich the positions are located,
the type of,activity performed, and the number of positions involved.
You may wish to refer to the instructions for Data Format 1-1,




: . 1o N Government
Associate
es - Q nme and e : E
Direct. Indirect .
1. This © 2.:8chool . 3. -Other 4, State- 5. Federal _ _ 6, Non-
govemment district local - ‘ _governmental
T Ind, e -government ’
De'). I - jurisdiction: B .
7slots (1117slots 7 (112) slots__ (113)islots (11h)slots (115).-.161'.5 _(n6)}
Transfers i 7
:gsi'éf.sr (121) slots (122) slots__ (123)slots i (121&];101;3 - (125-)=lots (1263
Rehires 7
. Jsiots i —(i3l)slots (132) slots____ (133)s1ots.___ (i34)fslots_____(135)klots_____ (135)
Potentia) |
‘Hires
Eéldté__,’ 7 (lhl)lslots _____{(1le)[ sTots_ (1’+3)-slots (1!+h)slots (1us)slots (146}
Contract ’ .
‘Reduction )
Other |, i

Ct
Gy




. Government

R® ) ’

Data Format 1-8

IToxt Provided by ERI

P

5
|
4
|
|
i

"General Occupational Pattern -

Associate

ement - Title VI Sustainment and Title IT ‘PSE

Displac PS

X3
Al
\

ry

A

Far those pai'ticipgnts in sustainment title VI and: title II PSE

that you classify;as representing displacement we are interested in
the types of jobs in which people are employed.

<-

For organizations

that account for 5 percent of sustainment PSE positions or-more,

" please list the proportions of the participants in the occupational
classifications shown, if necessary in five percentage-point magnitudes,
We would also like to have the average wage, particularly for

occupations thdt 1;-epresent twenty percent of the distribution.
Organization _ i . ’ Organization _
Positions ___ L Positions
7 lﬁ " Average 7 Average
‘Percent- ‘hourly wage P Percent hourly wage
T Managerial ____ Managerial
‘Professional Professional
i Technical Technical !
Clerical Clerical _
Craft Craft
*. Operative i Operative i
Laborer Laborer
c_...é'i %ervice : Service
,/ Organization - * Organization - -
#1 . Positions Positions
i 7 A Average " Average
‘Percent hourly wage Percent hourly wage
‘Managerial Managerial
Professional - Professional
: Technical - Technical
~* "Clerical Clerical
Craft. 7 - Craft,
-7 Operative Operative
Laborer Laborer : -
E o ,/"Seﬁicg"r Service —
RS ' ‘

Fulr




- 7. x
. 2% ‘ .
Dalt‘a Format 1-9 B Government o
v Associate - B
. Characteristics L.
: Amgg}acément:- Title VI Sustainment and Title IT PSE :
For any organization in Data Format 1-7 that accounts for 5 percent
or more of all title Vi sustainment and title II PSE participants as of |
July 15, 1977, we now ask You for information about the characteristics |
of the work force, For each organization indicate the number of slots, :
-and- then, in 5 percentage point magnitudes if necessary, the proportion :
that have the characteristics listedin Data Format 1-9. - ‘
Organization Organization . ... - - E
~ Positions i~ — ¢ | Positions E
S . Percent o Percent
Mle | —_— | Male
o "~ Minority. e Minority o
- Under 21 years of -age — N —Ugder 21 Years -of age B -
Less than 12 years o Less than 12 years:
education — education - _
_Uneqployed 15 weeks or *| ‘Unemployed 15 weeks or more -
. ’ more of prior 20 weeks —_— of prior 20-weeks i .
‘Unemployed 15 days- but % | Unemployed 15.days but’ )
less:than 15 weeks . . . |4 less thdn 15.veeks - '
AFDC reciplent e | AFDC reciptent —_—
; Fanily income under 70 , Family income under 70
.  Pertent of lower - ‘percent.-of lower_
" living standard ——— |~ living.standard - —
Econondcally disad- - | Econcmically disad- . .
- ‘vantaged , ——0 | vantaged ‘- . —_—
. ’ 7 r
- . . - LI 2
) s L




Data Format. 1-9’

Government _

Under 21 years of age

less than 12 years .
-education

—————
———— &
O ———

13

‘Unemployed- 15- weeks or
more of ,prior 20 weeks _

Unemployed 15 days but
less than 15 weeks

AFIC recipient

“¢  Family income under 70
peicent of lower
living standard

. ,Assbciate
— - - -
Organization Organization
Positions _ Positions __ o«
. Percent . ~ Pe;‘cen’;
Maié Male' . _
Minority Minority

» Under 21 years of age

‘Less than 12 years
jeducatipn

.f’??z )

Unemployed 15 vieeks or--moxre
"of prior 20-weeks

Unemployed 15 days but

|

‘|~ -1ess than 15 weeks

AFBC recipient

Family income under 70
percent of lower . .
living standard

Economically -disad- Economically disad- o
vantaged . vantaged. . . —
/ - ) - N .
: F
° i g B *- ' *
Organization i < Organization®
Positions _ - % | Posttiom 7
B : L Pez‘geﬁté: 8 a , Percent
Male " _ 3”2"‘ Male ¢ g‘
Minority | Mnority -
Under 21 years of age _ Under-21 years of age -
1ess than 12 years Less than 12 years
education _ ‘education

‘Unemployed- 15 weéks or
more of prior 20 weeks ' —

. 72 .
Unemployed 15 days but S

less than 15 weeks
-~ AFDC recipient

Family income under 70
percent, of lower
1iving standard

Economically disad- - '
vantaged .

Unemployed 15 weeks.or more
-of prior 20, weeks
Unemployed 15 days but
less than 15 weeks
AFD¢ recipient
Family income under 70
percent .of lover
living standard
"Economically disad-
-vanfaged,_ .

- . —

A B
- *

N

259, .




Data Format 1-10

<

Displacement Activities - Title VI Project PSE

-

We are now '—interes_éd, in title VI project PSE that according to
your interp;'ef,ation rep.esents digplacement, We ask that you fill
‘sut Data Format 1-10 to indicate the type of displacement and the
organization in which the positions are located, For completeness-we .
have added an "Other" category for cases in vhich you judge that
* displacement has occurred but the category cam..ot be determined.

n ‘Within each displacemént’.category, you should indicate at the, top
“the total number of positidhs that belong in this cell and ‘below that
the activities by positions and the organization in vhich they are
located, As noted in Dafa Format :1-4 a _good -souxrce -of 4his information

is ‘the "Project Data Summary" reguired. by DOL.
. - - ™ . ’
. -~

o

-

L4 - Al
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= 7 = - / - = - - - -
. , , N
I / ’
. B 7 7 Government
Data 'Forniat 1-10 ' A Associate
Digplacement Activities - Title VI Project PSE )
Direct o N f Indirect // ’
1. THis . 2, School 3, Other L, State: 5. Federal 6. Non- - Total
- government ~ district local - governmental
; Ind, g government
| Dir._________ - jurisdiction
{slots - j(l'l’l')slots__'f (112){s1ots___ _(113)}sots_____ (11¥)slots (lls)slots __(116]
"Transfers | ! ) -
‘ : : / : i
- ‘ / ] 4 i
L 1 / , .
ls1ots] (121)s10ts i (122)[slots (J12'3) slots._ - | (12&)»10#.5 — (125)plots___ (126
= Y - ] . — - e ———
‘Rehires ! ) / 1. . | )
« % - [] ] » 1 ,
Jstots__. (131)s10ts] _(130)} slots (l33)slots _(13h}s1ots (135)klots (136)
Potential | I~ 15 —T — ,
Hires 1 ‘ - - !
H ! !
7 1
[ S . -
|stots______(at1) slots (1&2) slots____ 7(’1’*3)slots (11+1+)slo£é 7(1’+5)slots (1&61:
‘Coptract ‘ \ R C- . i - S
Reduction | A \ ‘
1 1 \
o \
} . \ '
I o \ .
/ - e T
| . Other 7§ ! \
\ Total 4 \ \x i -~ . 8
261 i 252 %




= e = S S - -
B
Data Format 1-11 ‘ Government
; , - Associate
General Cccupational Pattern ’
Displacement - Title VI Project PSE
For those participants considered to be project PSE thét represent‘
displacement as of July 15, 1977 we are interested in the types of jobs
in which they are employed. ’ For organizations that account for 5 per-
-cent or more of project PSE -positions please list the proportions of
the participants in-each occupation. For others plesse -indicate a
representative occupational structure. You may wish to refer to the
instructions for Data Format 1-5. We would also like to have,.the
' average wage for these occupations. ’ .
Organization - ______ | Orgamization .
Positions: _ o | Positions : ' -
. . Average . | . Average
’ Percent hourly wage ) Percent hourly wage
‘Manageridl i 7 . ~ Managerial ' . ‘
' ‘Professional __ ‘7 e Professional
Techﬁical - . Te?:hni’cal -
‘Clerical .. ___ =} Clerical ] .
Craft . | Crant
Operative __ . __ - Operative '
Laborer 7 _ - Laborer )
. Service - — | Service- -
Orgari zation _ | -Organization ____ 7 7o
3 Posftfons ____ . .| Positioms -
 Average | ) Average
~ Percent hourly wage ) . Percent hourly wage i
' Menagerisl __ | wemegemiar ~ . __ . .
' Professional ____ . | Professional —
L . Technical __ . __ | Technical g e T
Clerféal  _ . _ 1 Clertcal e ,
- Craft — e | Cratt - BT — :
, ‘Operstive ___ __  ___ 1 Operative - e
o wborer .| lLaborer I
Serviee  ____  ___ | Service '




" Government

Data Format 1-12

Associate
. ‘Characteristics N g -
Displacement = Title VI Project PSE
~ For-orgsnizations that amdunt for 5—'percent, or more of all project
PSE.participants as -of July 15, 1977 we now -ask you for information
about the characteristics of the workforce in Data Format 1-12. You
may wish to refer to the instructions for Data F’ormat;. 1-6,
Organization 1 Organization
Positions  Positions 7
‘Percent Percent
Male Male
‘Mnority —_— Minority
‘Under 21 years of age 7 ~ | Under 21 years of age
- Less. than 12 years | Less than 12 years
‘education ‘e | -education
. 'Ihenployed 15 weeks or- - . | Unemployed 15 weeks or more
. more of prior 20weeks ___ |  of prior 20 weeks - :
Unemployed 15 days- but _ Uneriployed: 15 days. but 5
» less than 15 weeks — less than: 15 weeks E
- AFDC recipient — : AFDc recipient —
’ —Econoutica‘lly disadvantaged 1 —Econom;cally*disadvantgged: -
‘Organization _ | Organization _ _
Poeitions : | Positions ____ ,
\ Percent. | Pexrcent
lale | Male -
Minority . * | Minority —
Under 21 jears of -age e | ‘Under 21 years of age —
1ess than 12 years | 1ess than 12 years
-education . emiee- | -education. —_—
‘Unemployed: 15-weeks or- { Unemployed 15 weeks or more- .
‘more-of prior 20 weeks } of prior 20 weeks ——— -
“me-ployed 15 days but 1 Unemployed 15 days but f
E ,—A?Dc mipient , | AFDG recipient - . —
loononically diaadvantaged | Econmicelly disadvintaged _____
— - - . -~ 264 o 7i—7 7:— 7;7 o _ é




23
Government
Associate
3a. In‘ the instructions -we noted that you might not be able to allocate
sone positions between. job craation and uisplacement. We would
_ 1ike to know how many positions are ynallocated‘and the amount of
the funding that they represent. We would like you to discuss the
reasons why these positions could not be allocated.
" School
District ILocal Non-
This Govern- Ind, Govern- ) govern- .
‘ment Dep. ment . Federal Statée. ment Total -
Unallocated ) . . ’ -
Positions - ] ] _
Dollars

-

P Firet Report 9/1/7 -
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Part IV Fiscal Effects Y :

This section is concerned with the fiscal effect of PSE funding.
It focuses on Part III above, that is, the data on displacement. If
job creation occurs, theh the 1mmed1ate fiscal effect is assumed to
be expenditures or additional employmert. If displacement occurs then
the fiscal effect depends upon the uses: of the local funds released,
The p0551b;11t1es for direct substitution by the government include:

A. Expenditure Effects L : -
. - . &
1. Capital: Funds diverted through displacement may be
’ used- for capital projects or the purchase of
tapital equipment. In essence what was to
be a subsidy to labor becomés a subsidy to

capital.

-

2. Employment: TFunds released through displacement -may be

be used elsewhére in the government to increase
employment. In this case there is a net employ-
ment effect but it may or may not be for target

population. -

3. Other:  Funds released may-be expeaded but the type of
o -expenditure may not be observable

B. Tax Effeete

1. Tax reduction: In this case funds released as the result
displacement are used to: reduce the tax levy at
the local level,

2. Tax stabilization: In- this case taxes are not reduced -
‘but rather PSE funding is used to avoid local
tax increases or to reduce uhe .amount of
inereases.

Inc ased fund balances: In this case the funds released
thrfough displacement result in increased fund
balances,

-

-

The two Brookings books on revéhue sharing are a good source of
information for working on this section.
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~ please use current (monthly) -expenditures.

Covernment -

Associate

%We are intérested in estimating the fiscal -effects that result
from.displacement. Again, fiscal effects refer to the various
uses of the funding for the positions that in your judgment
represent displacement’, In order to obtain the dollar estimates
Indicate the dollar
amount and the proportion of current funding that is accounted
for the categories of fiscal effects. Please discuss your

conclusions, — .
E‘_ig‘cal Effects of Displacement PSE
, Dollars % of Funding

Expenditure :

Capital : -

Employment — e

‘Other

Tax effects

Tax reduction
Tax stabilization

Increaced fund balances

Unallocable

Total

-

o
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4b, Meior Analysis Question

We would like to have you discuss. your assessment of the fiscal

effects resulting from displacement described in La., Are these
decisions overt or inadvertent? Please refer back to question ‘
(11) about the overall impact of federal aid and indicate what ) -
you think were the main reasons for the major substitution-

effects which you have identified and what in your view is: likely

to happen in the future (if, when) PSE funding is significantly
reduced,

° ' - o
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Part V Summary and Conclusions

- This final section asks for informetion on what you. consider
the "most important" effects of PSE program administration and

- program interrelationships.

We consider all of these question to be Major Analysis Duestions;
we may excerpt yo'u' answers for the discussion sections of the first —
report,.

?

If there are important aspects.of the impact of PSE in this
Jurisdietion which you think we have missed with this first report.
form, we would appreciate it if you would 1nclude these points in
the answers to the questions 1n Part Vv or add an additional page for
these items.

-

ﬂ:'\
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. £
- 3 -

Sa. We woti;ld now like to get your assessment of the job creation-
activities of PSE, Specifically, are the activities undertaken
- with project PSE different from those under sustainment? Is
title IT treated differently than title VI sustainment and are
the participants different? In your view, are the PSE activities
. moré or less productive and effective than the activities of

f d regular local. government employees?
1 . T . SRR -
- N
-
£ B ’,6 -
- e et
.- ) /
N .
£ £
1
[ )
! : .
) ' - - 270 :' -
» 7 , -
, . , _ First Report 9/1/77
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— 5b, Please provide a discussion of the displacement resulting from the

-

Government

J- . Associate : s
it - - 4

PSE program, Why was this done? Was it understood and in your
view a deliberate decision? Are tHere differences among project,
sustainment, title II?. Are there differences among organizations?
Another important and related question that came up at the -
conference is whether there is more or less displacement if a
few positions are assigned to an activity (organization, project)

.as opposed to a larger number of assigned positions.

In your answer, please c.ompére the —éctivities of PSE participants
in displacement positions to those in job creation positions.

[
|
~
i
PR e

i/

et - Pirst Repori 9117 .
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! Covernment -

‘ . Associété A
* P 2
We would like to have your 'judgment concerning the admlmstratlol/ -
of the PSE program. How would you- .characterizé\the program / ' '

administratmn" Good? Bad?-; Medium? Give your reasons for-the

asgessment you “make. What kinds of problems arose as a resulf/

of the implementation of the increased funding? How would yo

characterize the relations between this jurisdiction and the
Depgrtment of Labor {or the prime sponsor if this is a program
agent or subcontractual government)? R

~

—

T e S First Report 9/1/77
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5d.y We would like you finally to comment on the effect. of the new
Pproject approach-of PSE under the 1976 amendmentsrand the eligi-
bility regulations aimed at redycing displacement and emphasizing
the -employment of certain target groups. In your Judgment “have

these changes had an important effect? Please discuss the reasons’
for your answer, . .
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When -CETA was first enacted in 1973 title II was orie~ted toward
structural problems in areas of substantial unemploynent. In 1975
titlée VI was added as a countercyclical employment program with

-an unemployment rate "trigger", When the enabling legislation for

title VI expired in June, 1976 a)ddltlonal funding was provided
‘under title II which resulted in-‘a mJ.x:Lng of title II ctnd title VI

perticipants, Title VI was extended in October, 1976 but with

"~ © the project approach and’eligiblllty requirements diccussed earlier,

The long:and ihe short of it is that ¢he countercycllcal title is
now more like a structural program and the structural, title has the

‘mininal requirements of a countercyclical program. In thé process

the "two_.have been mixed and partlcipants shifted from one to the
other and back,

N o

‘How have these various program changes affected the PSE progrem-of

this° -government in terms: -of such factors as people served,
administration, size, major activities, policies and ob,;ectives’
Is there now any dlscemz.ble difference h*tween tltle TII and title
VI susiainment?

*

. .
v e 3 ) - .
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i ‘
5f. Spending for PSE in 1977-78 will coincide with the receipt by many
of the sample jurisdictions of countercyclical funds under the
local public works and countercyciical revenue sharing programs.
: - We are interested in the extent to which, and the way in which,
e . these  programs are interrelated, both substantlvely and for )
: ' admimstratlve -purposes,, Would you please provide information 7
/’ | as the way in which the uses of PSE funds as of July 15, 1977 -
‘have been integrated.or coordinatad with (1) the use of other <o
) ,/ ) ,countercycllcal funds, (2) funds rec.ved under the block grant
R program “or comumty development and (3) funds received under -
: - ' other biock grant or major federal aid programs

~ —

-

gfi.rs( Report 9/1/77 - -
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